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By Mr, HALPERN:

H.R. 16975. A bill to exclude from income
certain reimbursed moving expenses; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. DEVINE:
° H.J. Res. 1266. Joint resolution to provide
for the settlement of the labor dispute cur-
rently existing between certain air carriers
and certain of their employees, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. HUNGATE:

H.J. Res. 1267. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to proclaim the last week in
October of each year as National Water
Awareness Week; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. TUNNEY:

H. Con. Res. 9756. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to certaln proposed regulations of the
Food and Drug Administration relating to
the labeling and content of diet foods and
diet supplements; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ELUCZYNSKI:

H. Res. 9668. Resolution to authorize the
printing of the hearings of the Committee on
Public Works entitled “Relationship of Toll
Facilities to the Federal Aid Highway Pro-
gram”; to the Committee on House Adminis-
tration.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ASHMORE:

H.R. 16976. A bill for the relief of Robert
M. Gilkey, Jr.; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R. 16977. A bill for the relief of Eugene
G. Peterson, Harry E. Byers, and Russell W.
Jordan; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, FINO:

H.R. 16978. A bill for the rellef of Chera-
mukhathu John Paul and wife, Mary Paul;
to the Committee on the Judieciary.

By Mr. HUNGATE:

H.R. 16079. A bill for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs., Ben Elfline; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MURPHY of New York:

H.R.16980. A bill for the relief of Dr. Al-
bert Khabbaza; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts:

H.R. 16981. A bill for the rellef of Modes-
tino Caiazza; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. ST GERMAIN:

H.R. 16982. A bill for the relief of Othon
Da Rocha Rebelo; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. WELTNER:

H.R. 16983. A bill for the relief of Virgilio
A. Arango, M.D.; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

SENATE

WEeDNESDAY, Avaust 10, 1966

(Legislative day of Tuesday, August 9,
1966)

The Senate met at 10 o’clock a.m., on
the expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the Vice President.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, DD, offered the following
prayer:

Facing today and the days ahead,

problems which tax all the resources of
Thy public servants in this historie
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Chamber, give them, we beseech Thee,
the untroubled calm and confidence
which illumines faith in the final tri-
umph of every true idea let loose in the
world. And in the broad battlefield
where truth and falsehood are locked in
mortal combat, bar our own hearts to
all eynicism and hatred; and as we fight
the good fight, may our strength be as
the strength of 10 because our hearts
are pure.

We ask it in the ever-blessed name of
the Holy One who has declared, Blessed
are the pure in heart for they shall see
God. Amen,

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Chair lay down the order for today?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The order
is that after the prayer, the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. Byrol be recognized.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent to yield 1 minute on the bill to
the Senator from Missouri.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. When the Senator
from West Virginia arrives, he will be
recognized, under the previous order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
is correct.

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPRO-
PRIATIONS, 1967

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
lays before the Senate the unfinished
business, which is HR. 14921,

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 14921) making appro-
priations for sundry independent execu-
tive bureaus, boards, commissions, cor-
porations, agencies, offices, and the
Department of Housing and Urban
Development for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1967, and for other purposes.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, un-
der the bill, I yield a minute to the Sena-
tor from New York.

CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1966

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I make
a parliamentary inquiry. When the
civil rights bill of 1966, which is H.R.
14765, comes to the Senate, does the
Vice President intend to have it read in
its successive stages at the desk, so that
Members may avail themselves of their
rights under rule XIV or other rules of
the Senate?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
would have the right, under the rules of

‘the Senate, upon the receipt of the bill

from the House, to lay it before the Sen-
ate and to have it read the first time.

Mr. JAVITS. I wish to announce that
it is my intention—I hope and pray the
lea.dership does it; I have no desire to
do it—to object to its referral to a com-
mittee after second reading.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor will have the right to object to further
proceedings on the bill after the second
reading, if he is present to object.
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ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the acting minority
leader, under the bill.

A PLEA FOR RESPONSIBILITY

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, in
June the Parks and Recreation Subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs held field hearings in
Crescent City, Calif., on my bill (8. 2962)
to create a Redwood National Park.

In his statement presented at the field
hearings, Dr. Ralph W. Chaney, presi-
dent of the Save-the-Redwoods League
and a distinguished scientist and world-
renowned friend of conservation, stated:

More in sorrow than in anger (although
that might be justified) we have to note
that since the national park program on
the Mill Creek watershed has crystallized,
serlous inroads have been made by lumbering
operations within Important segments of the
virgin forests, particularly on the south
boundary of the present Jedediah Smith
State Park and along Mill Creek.

After hearing Dr. Chaney’s statement,
the other members of the committee and
I had an opportunity to view, from heli-
copters, the cutting to which Dr. Chaney
referred. What we saw caused us to
share Dr. Chaney’'s sorrow. We were
more than sad.. We were indignant. We
saw extensive new cutting in an area of
virgin redwoods immediately south of the
Jedediah Smith Redwoods State Park
and within the proposed national park
area described in my bill. Detailed aerial
photographs of the Del Norte County
coast area, taken on July 8, 1965, and
April 13, 196C, clearly show the recent
cutting into the heart of our proposed
Redwood National Park. Its effect would
be to create an ugly corridor, a no man’s
land, separating the existing State park
from the virgin area covered in my bill.

The Congress of the United States, asa
great legislative body, by nature, acts
slowly. The deliberative character of
the mational lawmaking procedure is
being turned against the public interest
by persons who forsake other timber-
lands under their control, and send their
saws and axes into the virgin area pre-
cisely where we seek to establish a na-
tional park.

Dr. Chaney pointed out at the hear-
ings in Crescent City:

From our own observations and from their
own statements, we understand that the
Rellim Co. owns some 2,000 acres of first
growth Redwoods outside the park bound-
arles. They inform us that their present
rate of cutting is approximately 300 acres
of first growth per year. On this basis they
would have available a supply of Redwood
stumpage for 6 to 7 years, which should give
ample time to work out the establishment of
the Redwood National Park.

Later, during the hearings, I put a
question to Mr. Harold Miller, president
of Miller-Rellim Redwood Co.—I observe
that “Rellim” is “Miller’” spelled back-
ward—which resulted in the following

‘exchange:

Senator KucHen, Would it not be better,
Mr. Miller, in the future, for us to agree that,
while ‘legislation is under discussion in the
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Conpgress, precautions be taken that the area
contemplated to be used as a park be left
alone to the greatest extent economically
feasible?

Mr. Mmrer. It would certainly not be fea-
sible, You just cannot move your operation
aroumd that way.

In earlier times, before the harvest of
redwoods began, there were approxi-
mately 2 million acres of coast redwoods
in California. Less than 20 percent of
the original virgin forest now remains.
Less than 3 percent of the original virgin
redwood forest is in parks today.

No one is more conscious than I of the
constitutionally protected rights of the
owners of private property. The right
to hold and dispose of private property is
basic to our way of life. But should not
every citizen, property owner or not, con-
sider his obligation to society as a whole?

The bill I sponsor is supported by the

President, the Secretary of the Interior,
the Governor of California, and many
conservation-minded Senators and Con-
gressmen and citizens. The Save-the-
Redwoods League urges its adoption.
But, as the wheels of the legislative ma-
chine slowly turn, the private owners of
this priceless natural resource have, it
seems to me, a responsibility to their fel-
low citizens, a moral obligation far
transcending the normal legal rights and
obligations of landowners. They have, I
think, an obligation to respect the efforts
of the people’s representatives to preserve
these giants. Theirs is a responsibility to
stop slashing down these ancient trees,
hellbent on their almost complete ob-
literation.
__Some of these redwoods have taken
2,000 years to grow to their present
grandeur. Those who would sever them
from the earth are not answerable to
Congress or the courts. They are, how-
ever, answerable to the people of this
country, and to posterity. These giant
trees belong to the ages.

On July 13, 1966, I wrote Miller-Rel-
lim Redwood Co. again urging it to an-
nounce “a suspension of cutting in vital
areas of virgin redwoods within the pro-
posed park boundaries until Congress
had had time to act on this legislation.”
Mr. President, I ask that my July 13 let-
ter to Miller-Rellim be included in the
Recorp at the conclusion of my remarks.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. KUCHEL. Nearly a month has
passed and no responsive answer or an-
nouncement has been heard. I have
received one letter from Mr. Miller's
secretary and one from his attorney, but
none from the man in whose hands the
fate of the Redwood National Park lies.
Mr. President, I ask that the letters
which I have received from Mr: Miller’'s
secretary and his attorney be included
in the Recorp at the conclusion of my
remarks.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr., KUCHEL. The sum of the re-
sponses from Miller-Rellim Redwood
Co. is delay. And as the private owner
stalls off my efforts to achieve a suspen-
sion of cutting within the proposed park
boundaries, what is happening on the
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land? What is happening, Mr. Presi-
dent, is that Miller-Rellim Redwood Co.
has slammed the gates to its property
shut in order to keep the Congress from
knowing how much and how fast it is
cutting. I ask to have printed in the
Recorp at the conclusion of my remarks
a letter which Mr. Darrell H. Schroeder,
vice president of Miller-Rellim Redwood
Co., wrote to the National Park Service
on July 26, 1966, denying the Park Serv-
ice access to the Miller property so that
the Park Service might be prevented
from presenting the true facts at com-
ing hearings on the legislation.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 3.)

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, this is
a fight for the people. It is a fight to
preserve as a national park a plot of
ground on which still stand these living
giants. It is a fight against the spolia-
tion of whole mountains, against the
marauding devastation of virgin forests.
It is a fight in which the people of my
State and our country ought to enlist,
to protect and to preserve a little, a
precious little, ground on which the
mighty redwoods grow.

‘When I add up what I have seen first-
hand in visiting the Miller-Rellim prop-
erty, what I have seen in aerial
photographs, what I have heard from
administration officials, what I have
heard from respected conservationists,
plus Miller-Rellim's failure satisfactorily
to respond to my repeated request, I am
compelled to conclude that the Miller-
Rellim Redwood Co. is pursuing a pro-
gram designed to destroy the park
value of this portion of its timberlands
by cutting out its heart.

I again urge Miller-Rellim voluntarily
to suspend cutting in vital areas of vir-
gin redwoods within the proposed park
boundaries until Congress has had time
to act on this legislation. I ask the com-
pany to do so in a spirit of cooperation
and with an awareness of the responsi-
bilities imposed upon it as trustee of a
great vanishing natural resource.

ExuaIT 1
U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON
INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS,
July 13, 1966.

Without

Mr. HaroLb A, MILLER,

President, Miller-Rellim Redwood Co.,
P.O. Bozr 356,

Crescent City, Calif.

Dear Mr. Minrer: During the recent Red-
wood National Park field hearings held by
the Parks and Recreation Subcommittee of
the Senate Committee on Interlor and In-
sular Affairs in Crescent City, California, it
was disclosed that in recent months your
company has been moving its cutting opera-
tions into virgin stands of redwoods on your
property south of the boundary of Jedediah
Smith State Park.

Since you own substantial redwood acreage
outside the proposed park boundaries, I asked
you, during the hearings:

“Would it not be better, Mr, Miller, in the
future for us to agree that, while this legis-
lation is under discussion in the Congress,
precautions be taken that the area contem-
plated to be used as a park be left alone to
the greatest extent economically feasible?"

Your reply was:

“It would certainly not be feasible. You
just cannot move your operation around that
wayl"
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No one is more conscious than I of the
constitutionally protected rights of the own-
ers of private property. The right to hold
and dispose of private property is basic to our
way of life.

The few remaining old growth redwoods
represent a priceless, irreplaceable part of
our American heritage. As the wheels of the
legislative machine slowly turn and as legis-
lation to create a Redwood National Park is
pending in Congress, I belleve that you, as
the owner of properties which include this
natural resource have a responsibility to our
fellow citizens, a moral obligation, which far
transcends the normal legal rights and ob-
ligations of land-holding. I believe that you
have an obligation to respect the efforts of
your fellow citizens to preserve some of these
glants, and not to frustrate those efforts or
render them meaningless. Yours is respon-
sibility to refrain from felling these anclent
trees at the very time some of us in Wash-
ington are attempting to save them.

I again urge you to publicly announce,
in a spirit of cooperation and with an aware-
ness of the responsibilities imposed upon you
as trustees of this disappearing natural re-
source, a suspension of cutting in vital areas
of virgin redwoods within the proposed park
boundaries until Congress has had time to
act on this legislation.

‘With kindest regards,

Sincerely yours,
THoMmAs H. KUCHEL,
U.S. Senator.

ExHIBIT 2
Mm.rer REpwoobp Co.,
Crescent City, Calif., July 18, 1966.
Hon, TroMAs H. KUCHEL,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

My DEAR SENATOR KUcHEL: In Mr. Miller's
absence, I wish to acknowledge receipt of
your letter of July 12th. While a photocopy
of your letter has been forwarded to Mr,
Miller, it is unlikely that he will have an
opportunity to reply until after his return
to this office on August 3rd.

Very truly yours,
VELMA JEREMIAH
Mrs. Velma Jeremiah,
Secretary to Mr. Harold A. Miller.

RaGAN & Masoxn,
Washington, D.C., August 2, 1966.
Hon. THOMAS H, KUCHEL,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Senaror KucHEL: On July 18, 1966,
you wrote to Mr. Harold Miller, President
of Stimson Lumber Company. For your
ready reference, a copy of your letter is at-
tached hereto.

In your letter you asked Mr. Miller to
publicly announce, with the awareness of
his responsibilities that he is suspending
cutting in a “vital area of virgin Redwoods.”

Mr. Miller and I have discussed your letter
and it was agreed that I would respond as
outlined below. However, I have recently
been i1l and consequently have not had the
opportunity of responding to your letter un-
til today.

Before responding in substance, I must
refer to the record of the hearings at which
time your polnt was also raised, and at
which time I pointed out that over fifty
members of Congress have supported legis-
lation to impose the park elsewhere. I think
you must agree that the predominance of
support for a Redwood Nutional Park is not
on the locus oi the Admlnistration's pro-
posal, As was pointed out in the hearings,
the park proposal has been pending for a
number of years and the predominant sup-
port for a park is not in the area affecting
the Miller land.

We therefore respectfully request that you
advise as to whether or not similar letters
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were -sent to other companies that are in-

volved in cutting adjacent fo the other and

more heavily supported park proposal.

I would also like to call your attention—
and again not as a response in kind to your
subject letter—to an article in the New
York Times of July 31, 1966, a copy of which
is enclosed. This article points out that
the Federal Government is, of itself, har-
vesting millions of board feet a year from
virgin Redwood timber supplies. Has the
Department of Agriculture been requested to
cease cutting until the issue is resolved?

Because of your keen and sincere interest
in the park site far the people of your con-
stituency perhaps, before our responding in
kingd to your letter it might be well 1if we
had an opportunity for a discussion.

Very truly yours,
Racan & Masow,
WisLiam F. RAGAN.

Enclosures.

cc; The Honorable Arax Biere, HEnNmy M.
Jacksow, B. EVvErerr JorpaN, FRrank E. Moss.

ExHIBIT 3
JULY 26, 1966.

Mr. ROBeRT S. LUNTEY,

Assistant Chief, Office of Resource Planning,
San Francisco Plarning and Service
Center, National Park Service, 450
Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco,
Calif.

Dear Mg, LuwrTey: This will respond to
your letter requesting permission to take cer-
tain photographs of our property for pur-
poses of showing them to the Senate Sub-
Committee concerned with the proposed na-
tional park,

Please be advised that we have conferred
with our Counsel in Washington, and we
hereby deny your request. As you should be
aware five members of the Sub-Committee,
including the Chairman eof the full commit-
tee, were recently in Crescent City and per-
sonally visited our lands. In addition to
that the same group flew over the entire
territory by helicopter. Accompanying the
senators were representatives of the Park
Service. As we are aware, many factors con-
cerning this proposed park have been dis-
torted and photographs similarly can cause
an erroneous impression.

We consequently see no reason why in such
a short space of time the expense of photo-
graphs to make expensive montages to Im-
press the committee is necessary. Conse-
quently, this request is denied.

Very truly yours, :
Reruim Repwoop Co.,
DARrELL H. SCHROEDER,
Vice President,

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MansrierLp, and
by unanimeus consent, the Journal of
the proceedings of Tuesday, August 9,
1966, was approved.

THE GROWING PROELEM OF CRIME
IN THE UNITED STATES

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, today this Nation is faced
with a tremendous problem in a word
which is appearing—unfortunately—
each day in headlines of our news-
papers—and that word is “crime.” We
live in an era of increasing crime and
violence. Two mass murders have oc-
curred in less than 3 weeks—in In-
diana on July 14, and on August 1 in
Texas—and a total of 24 persons died.

At this very moment somewhere in our
country citizens are being murdered, as-
saulted, raped, and robbed. Though
completely innocent themselves, they
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may . bear for the remainder of their
lives: the scars given them by hoodlums
and desperadoes. The time has come for
every American to be concerned.

When we mention crime, we should
not visualize merely a stolen car, a bur-
glarized filling station, or a victim of
assault, These are fthe evidences of
crime—but in our complicated world of
today erime has a much more far-reach-
ing complex status than the common
conception of murder or theft. There
are, of course, the so-called above-
ground crimes; namely, murder, assault,
and theft. But, today, crime also
abounds underground—in gambling, cor-
ruption, malfeasance in office, and is
often known as organized crime. Crime
also relates to probation and parole
statutes, to law-enforcement agencies, to
sex offenders, to the failure of citizens
to understand their responsibilities in
society.

Today I want to take sufficient time
to diseuss some aspects of the crime
problem.

NATIONAL CRIME PICTURE

The waves of lawlessness are beating

strongly against the shorelines of our
national life. According to the FBI's
Uniform Crime Reports, 2,780,000 serious
crimes were reported during 1965, repre-
senting a 6-percent increase over the
previous year. Of course, the total num-
ber of criminal aets that occur is un-
known because many crimes never come
to the attention of the police. This is
an appalling tragedy.
- Sinee 1958, crime has increased six
times faster than our population growth.
No aspeet of crime is today taking a holi-
day. Last year, erimes of violence—that
is, murder, nonnegligent manslaughter,
forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated
assault—eclimbed 6 percent as a group.
Property crimes of burglary, larceny $50
and over, and automobile theft were also
up 6 percent, resulting in total property
stolen in excess of $1 billion.

In 1965, a serious crime was committed
every 12 seconds, with a burglary occur-
ring every 27 seconds, an auto theft every
60 seconds, a robbery every 415 minutes,
a forcible rape every 23 minutes, and a
murder every 53 minutes.

Crime showed no favoritism to any
area of this Nation. Geographically, all
regions registered increases, led by the
Western States with a 10-percent rise,
followed by the Northeastern States, up
8 percent, and the North Central and
Southern States, up 4 percent.

Most of us would probably surmise
that crime is increasing in large cities of
at least 250,000 in population. This
assumption is indeed correct, with erime
reflecting a 4-percent jump.

But the rapidly expanding suburban
areas around our big urban centers re-
flected an 8-pereent jump—twice that
of cities. This is the area where alleg-
edly law-abiding, well-behaved, intelli-
gent people live—yet in these areas we
find lawlessness growing with fantastic
speed. However, the FBI reports show
that many of the offenders in suburbia
are nonresidents. For example, in the
Maryland and Virginia suburbs of the
Washington, D.C., metropolitan area, 31
percent of all persons taken into custody
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were nonresidents of the communities-in
which they were arrested.

The rural areas showed a 3-percent
jump. My own State of West Virginia,
a so-called poverty-stricken State, was
49th among the 50 States in the overall
erime rate per 100,000 inhabitants, 49th
in the number of burglaries, 50th in the
number of larcenies, and 50th in the
number of auto thefts.

The crime picture is today one of
America's great, black spots of shame.
Like a giant mushroom eloud, it puts its
sooty finger on every American, regard-
less of where he may live.

Just why is crime on such a spree in
a society whieh calls itself rational and
intelligent? Why, last year, was mur-
der up 6 percent, forcible rape up 9 per-
cent, robbery up 6 percent, aggravated
assault up 6 percent, burglary up 6 per-
cent, and auftomobile theft up 5 pereent?

The inner core of this tragedy is re-
flected even more in the statistics from
the FBI concerning juvenile misbehavior.
Last year, 63 percent of all arrests for
serious crimes involved persons under 21
years of age. While the increase in the
10- to 17-year-age group population was
17 percent in the period 1960-65, police
arrests of persons under 18 years of age,
for serious crimes, jumped 47 percent
during that period, Thus, it can be
clearly observed that the percentage in-
crease in the criminal involvement of
those young persons, as measured by
police arrests, is more than triple their
percentage increase in the national popu-
lation. However, it should be remem-
bered that only a small percentage of the
total young age population becomes in-
volved in eriminal acts—Iless than 5 ouf
of 100.

Last year, persons under the age of 25
comprised T4 percent of all police arrests
for serious crimes in large cities, 72 per-
cent in rural areas, and 78 percent in the
suburbs.

Male arrests for all crimes outnum-
bered female arrests 7 to 1; however, fe-
male arrests continued o increase more
rapidly in 1965. Female arrests, overall,
accounted for 13.4 percent of the total,
18 percent of the forgery, 20 percent of
the fraud, 17 percent of the emhezzle-
ment, 17 percent of the criminal homi-
cide, 4 percent of the auto theft, and 22
percent of the larceny arrests.

Nonwhites accounted for 52 percent of
the arrests for forcible rape, in cities and
suburbs, and 59 percent of the murders
and nonnegligent manslaughters.

In 1965, the clearance, or police solu-
tion, rate nationally was 24.6 percent,
virtually unchanged from 1964. Signif-
icantly, however, according to the FBI
Uniform Crime Reports for 1965, there
was a 5-percent decrease from the previ-
ous year in the number of adults found
guilty and a sharp 13-percent inerease in
the number of acquittals and dismissals.
Three out of every 10 murder defendants
were either acquitted or their cases were
dismissed at some prosecutive stage, over
one-third of those charged with forcible
rape were acquitted or had their cases
dismissed, and over one-third of the
persons charged with aggravated assault
won freedom through acquittal or dis-
missal.
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A significant fact emerges—

States the 1965 FBI Uniform Crime
Reports.

Since 1962, acquittals and dismissals for
the serious crimes, as a group, have risen
14 per cent.

The offense which had the highest per-
centage of acquittals and dismissals was
forcible rape with 43 percent.

According to the FBI Uniform Crime
Reports, 53 of America’s finest law-
enforcement officers were killed last
year by the brutal assaults of criminal
desperados. During the 6-year period,
1960-65, a total of 278 officers were
killed by criminal actions. Records
showed that, of those arrested for mur-
dering these policemen, 76 percent had
been arrested on some criminal charge
prior to the time they killed the police-
men, and, very significantly, over one-
half of the group had been previously ar-
rested for assaultive-type crimes such as
rape, robbery, assault with a deadly
weapon, and so forth. In fact, nine had
been charged on some prior occasion with
an offense of murder, seven of whom had
been paroled on the murder charge.
Sixty-eight percent of the persons re-
sponsible for the murders of the police-
men had prior convictions on criminal
charges, and more than two-thirds of the
group had received leniency in the form
of probation or parole on at least one of
these convictions. More than one of
every four of the murderers was on
parole or probation when he killed a po-
lice officer.

The number of serious crimes is an
affront to a nation which prides itself on
being civilized. Murder and assault are
throwbacks to the jungle, where man
lived on the skill of his knife and spear.
Surely, one of the characteristics of an
intelligent and rational society is the op-
portunity of citizens to live in safety—
whether in their homes, or on the streets
or at their daily work.

Just who are the hard-core criminals
today? Do we have any information
about them?

THE HARD-CORE CRIMINAL

The FBI has undertaken a most
revealing study of selected hard-core
criminals. These studies indicate that
our total eriminal population is much
smaller than total annual crime would
suggest. The explanation is that our rate
of criminal recidivism is high. For
example, the FBI studied the criminal
histories of selected murderers, bank rob-
bers, and fugitive felons. Of the 900 per-
sons arrested for murder at some stage
in their careers, it was disclosed that they
had an average of more than 6 arrests
over a 9-year span. Twelve percent of
these offenders had more than one
murder charge on their record.

What did the FBI study show about
bank robbers—always a dangerous breed
of desperados? For bank robbers ar-
rested and charged in 1963 and 1964 their
average age was 31 and their aver-
age criminal career was over 10 years.
During this time, they had aver-
aged five arrests, almost one-half of
them for serious crimes. More than
three-quarters of these bank robbers had
been arrested for other crimes prior to
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their arrest and charge for bank robbery.
Only a small number of bank robbers—
3 percent—had repeated this crime
after first being arrested for bank rob-
bery. Why this small rate of recidivism?
The answer probably lies, according to
Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, in the high convic-
tion rate and prison terms given by the
courts.

These facts indicate that the high vol-
ume of offenses in this country are being
committed by a relatively small criminal
population. The intensity of this crim-
inal activity is highest in the younger age
groups.

What does this mean? Simply this—
more preventative action is needed in
the early years to prevent these young-
sters from being hard-core criminals.
Moreover, we must look frankly at some
of the abuses of judicial leniency.

PAROLE AND PROBATION

Although parole and probation are
vitally necessary to the American judicial
system, they are, unfortunately, fre-
quently abused. The 1964 annual report
of the U.S. Board of Parole pointed
out that the maximum sentence im-
posed by the Federal courts during
1964 was 504 months, while the
average stay in prison of all Federal
prisoners was only 17.5 months. This
clearly shows that Federal prisoners are
serving much less than half of their in-
tended sentences.

Has parole or probation or other forms
of leniency such as the suspended sen-
tence or the conditional release tended
to rehabilitate criminals, lessen the crime
rate, or stop recidivism? An FBI study
of some 92,000 criminal offenders in
1963-64 showed that 76 percent were re-
peaters—that is, they had a prior arrest
on some charge. Leniency in the form
of probation, suspended sentence, parole,
or conditional release had been afforded
to 51 percent of the offenders. After the
first leniency, this group averaged more
than three new arrests. Murders, rapes,
and aggravated assaults committed by
those on probation all attest to the fact
that there is indeed a severe lack of in-
sight surrounding these cases.

Headlines of every major newspaper in
the country reflect the daily onslaught
on the American citizenry by deranged
individuals who have received unde-
served judicial leniency. In 1964, one of
these sadists, a man who had pleaded
guilty to two vicious murders in 1956 and
was subsequently convicted and sen-
tenced to life imprisonment, was set free
to roam the streets again. This indi-
vidual possessed nothing less than a 47-
vear-old ecriminal record. Yet, only 8
years was the penalty for his act. Less
than a year later, this man was before
the bar of justice again, this time for
his alleged participation in a dual
murder.

Another recent, tragic example of un-
deserved leniency involved a midwestern
individual who had served 8 years in
prison for the brutal slaying of two west-
ern police officers. The two policemen
were cut down in the line of duty while
attempting to arrest their slayer. The
man was sentenced to life imprisonment
and 25 years, the sentences to run con-
currently. However, after only 8 years
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had transpired, the prison opened its
doors feeling that society’s debt had been
paid.

I am not a man without compassion or
forgiveness, but it outrages my sense
of righteousness to think of this man
walking free in society—a man who had
;:ut short the lives of two officers of the
aw.

This is not an isolated case. Cases
such as the ones I have described con-
stantly arise. Undeserved parole and
probation are open invitations to crimi-
nals, whether they be smalltime hoods,
or bigtime operators, to continue their
assaults against society.

Therefore, it is mandatory that a
scrupulous eye be affixed to judicial
leniency. Commonsense dictates that
our society must be protected from people
who, convicted of violent erimes, will do
everything within their power to con-
tinue their nefarious way.

SEX CRIMES

Outside of murder itself, perhaps the
most reprehensible erime perpetrated is
that of rape. Last year, there were
22,470 forcible rapes or assaults in the
United States. Above and beyond this
figure many of these crimes are never
reported to the police, primarily because
of fear or embarrassment on the part of
the victims.

For the period 1960-65, forcible rapes
have increased 36 percent. These statis-
tics can be more easily understood when
we realize that in 1965, 61 such offenses
occurred each day of the year—a rape
every 23 minutes.

The rapist, the child molester and the
“peeping tom"” are basically depraved
individuals. Unfortunately, sex crimes
are the ones particularly susceptible to
recidivism, that is, people with records
of such offenses tend to commit them
over and over again. Ofien, however,
these people are placed on probation,
especially if it is a first offense or they
are sent to hospitals for “rehabilitation.”
Sadly enough, in many cases, this period
of “rehabilitation” only consists of a
short time after which the individual is
released. A few days or weeks later he
is again arrested for the same crime.

LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING

American law enforcement today
stands on the front line against the
criminal. In 1965, according to the FBI
Uniform Crime Reports, the ratio of
police to population in 3,613 cities with a
population of 109 million represented
some 1.7 officers per 1,000 population.
Actually, this manpower is inadequate to
perform the mounting task facing law
enforcement. Today, especially in large
cities, an ever greater demand is being
made for placing officers on patrol duty.
Often, for the sake of safety, they must
go in pairs. But, as can be seen, patrol
duty is an enormous drain on manpower.
Too often, the chief of police does not
have the men to do what he knows
should be done.

In the suburbs, with a population of
40 million, which are today registering
the largest increases in crime, the police
employee ratio drops to 1.2 per thousand
population. Actually, the average ratio
of police to population has remained
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pretty much unchanged since 1958, de-
spite an increase in the volume of crime,
an increase in motor vehicle registra-
tions, and a constantly rising demand for
other police services.

What are the factors back of the ap-
palling increase in the volume of crime
here in America? There are, obviously,
many factors such as population growth,
a high rate of mobility, and so forth.
However, there are two factors to which
I especially wish to address my comments
at this time. One of these conecerns civil
disobedience and demonstrations, and
the other concerns recent court decisions
which make more difficult the arrest,
prosecution, and conviction of ecrim-
inals.

CIVIL DISOBEEDIENCE AND DEMONSTRATIONS

Over the past 3 or 4 years our society
has been subjected to a virtual wave of
demonstrations. America has been af-
flicted by an epidemic of acts of so-called
civil disobedience. Laws, whether in the
form of municipal ordinances or in the
form of State statutes, have been willfully
and intentionally disobeyed by individ-
uals and by groups. Private property
has been subjected to deliberate trespass,
and mobs have taken to the streets, inter-
fering with commerce, creating disorder,
and breaching the peace.

Wherever the so-called. nonviolent
movement has gone, violence has all too
offen accompanied it. In many in-
stances it could have been, and was, an-
ticipated that the highly publicized
“nonviolent” demonstration or march
would likely provoke vioclence, and it
was probably hoped by some that it
would do so. Violence was, in some in-
stances, apparently the catalyst so nee-
essary for success,

Aided and encouraged by vote-seeking
politicians, by some segments of the big
city press, by various church groups, and
by sincere do-gooders, those who ad-
vocated, paritcipated in, and led demon-
strations went on to advocate, partici-
pate in, and lead greater and larger
demonstrations. From demonstration to
demonstration, march to march, head-
line to headline—so it went. To lie down
in the streets and be carted off to jail
was heralded by some as an act of Chris-
tian witnessing, and a record of arrest
for acts of so-called civil disobedience
was considered a badge of honor for the
person with such a record. To march in
front of television cameras, arm in arm
with demonstrators, became the craze of
the times.

Civil disobedience was sometimes ad-
vocated from some of the pulpits
throughout the land and was encour-
aged, upon ocecasion, by public officials
whose voices joined in the refrain “we
shall overcome.” Sit-ins, wade-ins, and
walk-ins became the order of the day.
Demonstrators chained themselves one
to another, to form human walls in front
of business establishments. Children in
schools were exhorted to absent them-
selves and participate in marches and
demonstrations in violation of the law.
Court orders were flouted by demon-
stration leaders. Frequently, the mobs
were 50 large that the police were help-
less to make arrests, and wrongdoers
went on their merry way unchallenged.
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Not uncommonly, mobs converged upon
jails to demand that those persons ar-
rested for violating the laws be released
to violate the laws again.

Literally hundreds of agifators, trou-
blemakers, publicity seekers, as well as
good and noble men and women eru-
sading for what they believed to be a
just cause, converged from all points of
the compass upon troubled communities
traveling by bus, by train, by airplane,
and on foot to participate in this march
or that march and then to depart as
hurriedly as they had arrived. That
they left behind them aroused passions,
renewed hatreds, and exacerbated fric-
tions was of little consequence. The
mareh, after all, had gone forward to
reach its goal, and had, therefore, been
a success. Men and women sought to
build or embellish reputations by par-
tieipating in the marches or by getting
themselves arrested, thus hoping to gain
a little loeal, or even national, notoriety.

These acts of so-called eivil disobe-
dience were proclaimed time and time
again by important publie personages to
be in the finest of American tradition,
and it became rather commonplace teo
hear glowing references made to the
Boston Tea Party as an act of civil dis-
obedience on the part of our forebears
and come to be equated with acts of eivil
disobedience lately being witnessed.
Humar. rights were loudly proclaimed to
be superier to property rights—among
the oldest and most basic of natural and
human rights—and demonstrators ar-
rested and convicted for trespassing on
private property were exculpated by the
U.S. Supreme Court and their convic-
tions voided.

It was said to be good Christian doe-
trine to disregard manmade laws which
conflicted with one’s own conseience. If
one felt a particular law to be wrong,
then he was to consider himself free, by a
higher moral law, to disobey such a man-
made law or ordinance. In other words,
each individual was to become the self-
determiner of those laws which he would
obey and those laws which he would 1
obey. This was a curious and strange
doetrine, indeed, in a government reputed
to be a government of laws and not a
government of men.

In the face of suech a situation as I
have deseribed, is it any wonder that we
have observed a growing disrespeet for
law and order? Should it come as a
surprise that young people, seeing their
parents and activist members of the
clergy engaging in demonstrations and
acts of civil disobedience, would come to
believe laws are made to be broken
rather than kept? Is it any wonder that
young people came to look upon an arrest
record as a matter of little or no con-
cern? And, if it was excusable—or even
popular—to disobey a municipal ordi-
nance or to become involved in a minor
infraction of the law, need one draw the
line, and, if so, where?

If one law could be flouted with im-
punity. why could other laws not be sim-
ilarly disregarded? If one could cava-
lierly disobey a municipal ordinance, why
not disobey a State statute? If one could
commit a misdemeanor and go unpun-
ished, why neot a felony? If it was the
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accepted norm for one’s parent fo break
the law and heap abuses upon policemen,
why was it not equally acceptable for
the student to be disrespectful toward his
teacher? In such an atmosphere of per-
missiveness, civil disobedience, and dis-
respect for civil law, the seeds of crime
took deeper root, and the Nation is now
reaping the harvest.
HANDOUFFS ON LAW ENFORCEMENT

During recent years many court deci-
sions have been rendered in the general
field of civil liberties which affect the
day-to-day work of law enforcement.
From a society in which some constitu-
tional rights were offen ignored or over-
looked, we have now become a society in
which no constitutional right of any per-
son is too unimportant for the courts
and public opinion to scrutinize. :

As a result, a number of court deci-
sions have strengthened the rights of the
individual and restricted the power of
the police. No American, in any way,
wants to see any abrogation of civil lib-
erties or abuse of constitutional privi-
leges. Yet, there is conclusive evidence
that some judges, in their decisions, are
today unnecessarily fettering law en-
forcement; that is, putting unrealistic
handcuffs on the police.

Take, for example, a Chicago judge’s
decision in March 1965, which acquitted
two defendants in a case in which two
plainclothes police officers were attacked
in a street assault. Omne of the officers
was so severely gashed, he spent 23 days
in the hospital, where 28 stitches were re-
quired to close his wound. One of the
assailants had a broken beer bottle and
the officers, after identifying themselves,
drew their pistols and ordered the man to
drop the bottle, which he refused to do.

In releasing the two men, the judge
said:

The right to resist unlawful arrest is a
phase of self-defense. What is a citizen to

do when he is approached by two officers
with a gun?

Seldom has a more unrealistic judicial
decision been rendered. Here was a case
of a defendant who had used a broken
beer bottle to attack officers who had
properly identified themselves and who
had drawn their weapons in justifiable
ecircumstances. Yet, the arresting officers
were criticized.

Never must we forget, Mr. President,
that the citizens of the community also
have rights. Where the balance is
weighted too heavily in favor of the
criminal, giving him every break and put-
ing euffs unnecessarily on the police, the
cause of good society is not promoted.

On June 13, the U.S. Supreme Court
hung yet another anchor around the
necks of this Nation’s police officers.

The 61-page decision, written by Chief
Justice Warren and the coneurrence of
Justices Black, Douglas, and Brennan,
came as no particular surprise. It is in
keeping with the trend of decisions which
these men have handed down for years—
decisions which hamper effective law en-
forcement, elevate individual rights out
of perspective, and regulate the overall
rights of society to a secondary position.

But there are many who were surprised
to see Justice Fortas joining these four
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to form a majority and thus enable the
Supreme Court to once again impede
law enforcement. It was, after all, only
last year that Justice Fortas testifying
before the Judiciary Committee of this
body which was considering eonfirma-
tion of his appointment to the Supreme
Court, declared that he believed the
“adequate opportunity” for police inter-
rogation of persons accused or suspected
of a erime is absolutely essential to law
enforcement.

In the words of an editorial from the
June 15, 1966, issue of the Washington
Evening Star, under the decision which
Justice Fortas helped to make effective,
“opportunity for police interrogation be-
comes, not adequate, but virtually im-
possible. Law enforcement, and espe-
cially the publie, will suffer accordingly,”
the newspaper declared.

This landmark decision—and indeed
it must be so characterized since it in-
troduces an entirely new concept into
police operations—interposes for the
first time the full impact of the fifth
amendment protection against self-in-
crimination on the police-suspect rela-

We held “that when an individual is taken
into custody or otherwise deprived of his
freedom by the authorities and is subjected
to questioning, the privilege against self-
incrimination 1is Jeopardized. Procedural
safeguards must be employed to protect the
privilege. . . .

Here are the safeguards demanded by
the five men—the rules which they have
imposed on all the police officers of this
land:

He (the suspect) must be warned prior to
any questioning that he has the right to re-
main silent, that anything he says can be
used against him in a court of law, that he
has the right to the presence of an attorney,
and that if he cannot afford an attorney one
will be appointed for him prior to any gques-
tioning if he so desires. Opportunity to ex-
ercise these rights must be afforded to him
throughout the Interrogation. After such
warnings have been given, and such oppor-
tunity afforded him, the individual may
knowingly and intelligently walve these
rights and agree to answer questions or make
& statement. But unless and until such
warnings and waiver are demonstrated by the
prosecution at trial, no evidence obtained as
mult of interrogation can be used against

The Honorable J. Edward Lumbard,
chief judge of the Second Circuit Court
of Appeals, in September 1963, wrote in
the American Bar Association Journal
that there have been two distinet trends
in the criminal law during the last 40
years—“to strengthen the rights of the
individual and to restrict the powers of
the police.”

In April 1964, Jenkin Lloyd Jones,
noted editor and newspaper columnist,
summed up the feelings of many in a
column he called “Weeping for the Inno-
cent” with these words:

It is time that decent Americans begin to
yell bloody murder. The robbers have been
chasing the cops long enough. Let's turn the
race around. Let's recognize that honest
people have some rights, too, and that among
these rights is the protection afforded by
making it dangerous to rob, loot, maim or
murder them.
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Well, a lot of decent Americans have
been yelling bloody murder, buf their
shouts have gone unheeded by a Supreme
Court which seems to hear only the senti-
mental and illogical gush of the small
minority intent on elevating the rights
of the individual above the rights of so-
ciety. So, the scales of justice, which
should be maintained at a delicate bal-
ance, have gradually but steadily been
tipped in favor of the lawless.

Chief Justice Warren went fo great
lengths in his 61-page decision to belittle
the impact which his “safeguards” will
have on law enforcement. Blandly he
asserted:

The limits we have placed on the Interro-
gation process should not constitute an un-
due interference with a proper system of law
enforcement . . . our decision does mot in
any way preclude police from ecarrying out
their traditional investigatory functions.

Yet, Mr. President, police interrogation
of suspects long has been a fraditional
investigatory function, and the Court-
imposed “safeguards” certainly will pre-
clude police from carrying it out.

The Chief Justice cited the “exemplary
record of effective law enforcement” on
the part of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation which through the years has ad-
vised suspects:

At the outset of an interview, that he is
not required to make a statement, that any
statement may be used against him in court,
that the individual may obtain the services
of an attorney of his own choice and, more
recently, that he has a right to free counsel
if he is unable to pay.

He devoted four pages in his decision
to outlining the FBI's procedures.

But is there justification for the Chief
Justice’s assertion that “the practice of
the FBI can readily be emulated by State
and local enforcement agencies”? He
dismissed the argument that the FBI
deals with different crimes from those
dealt with by State authorities as not
mitigating the significance of the FBI
experience.

Justice John Harlan, in his dissent,
rightly noted:

In spite of the Court's obiter dictum ...
there is some basis for belleving that the
staple of FBI criminal work differs impor-
tantly from much crime within the ken of
local police.

Then in a classic understatement, Jus-
tice Harlan declared:

The skill and resources of the FEI may also
be unusual.

Justice Harlan also pointed out that
FBI agents in the past have not been en-
cumbered by the now-required affirma-
tive “waiver"” before they eould ask ques~
tions, nor were they previously prevented
from attempting to prevail upon a sus-
pect, who has said he did not want to
talk, to change his mind.

To date, I have noted no comment by
FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover concern-
ing the most recent Supreme Court deci-
sion which further complicates the work
of the profession to which he has dedi-
cated his life. But one can gain some
insight into his feelings from the follow-
ing passage from a statement he made
in 1960:

We are faced today with one of the most
disturbing trends that I have witnessed in
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my years of law enforcement—an over-
gealous pity for the criminal and an equiv-
alent disregard for his victim.

The Chief Justice also devoted con-
siderable space to an attempt to show
that the British have not suffered from
similar safeguards in effect since 1912.
Justice Harlan pointed out several sig-
nificant differences in our newly formed
rule of police interrogation and the Brit-
ish judges’ rules.

That many British subjects are less
than satisfied with their form of crimi-
nal justice also is quite evident, An
article published in March 1965, in the
American Bar Association Journal by
Lord Hartley Shawcross, noted British
lawyer, is a good example. He wrote
that crime in Britain pays because “more
and more people get away with it.” He
declared:

We cling to a sentimental and sporting at-
titude in dealing with the criminal. We put
illusory fears about the impairment of lib-
erty before the promotion of justice. How
are our liberties protected by making erimi-
nals and suspects a privileged class? The
activities of the criminals are a far more seri-
ous invasion of our privacy and our liberties
than those of the police.

This eminent British lawyer, with
years of experience under the judges'
rules, has learned his lesson the hard
way. He has seen the folly of subordi-
nating the rights of society to the rights
of the individual in ecriminal matters.
Thanks to our Chief Justice and his
four associates, we must now experience
this same folly.

The Chief Justice and his four con-
curring Associate Justices were not sat-
isfied on June 13 with merely imposing
new and severe restrictions on law en-
forcement. They also took the occasion
to malign law enforcement through di-
rect accusation and innuendo in a seem-
ingly gratuitous manner. The Chief
Justice quoted numerous excerpts from
what he referred to as police manuals
and texts to show the sinister trickery
police are instructed to use in an effort
to induce a confession.

But, as Justice Tom Clark pointed out
in his dissent, not one of the so-called
police manuals “is shown by the record
here to be the official manual of any po-
lice department, much less in universal
use in crime detection.” The manuals
quoted, said Justice Clark, are “merely
writings in this field by professors and
some police officers.” Justice Clark also
declared:

The police agencles—all the way from mu-
nicipal and state forces to the federal bu-
reaus—are responsible for law enforcement
and public safety in this country. I am
proud. of their efforts, which in my view are
not fairly characterized by the Court’s
opinion.

To which I say, “Amen.”

One of the greatest achievements of
American law enforcement has been in
preserving, nurturing, and strengthen-
ing the proper relationship of the indi-
vidual to the state.

This Nation emerged on the basic prin-
ciple that the individual must be pro-
tected from the tyranny of the state.

Law enforcement has assumed a front-
line role in fighting to preserve and
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strengthen the integrity of free govern-
ment, the dignity of man, the supremacy
of law over force—the basic freedoms we
hold priceless. The continuing chal-
lenge is to define and preserve the
proper balance between the rights of the
individual and those of society.

This challenge was being met in true
democratic fashion. Justice Harlan
pointed out in his dissent that there now
is a massive reexamination of criminal
law enforcement procedures on a scale
never before witnessed. Involved in this
vital project is a special committee of the
American Bar Association, a study group
of the American Law Institute, the Pres-
ident’s Commission on Law Enforcement,
and Administration of Justice, and sev-
eral other groups equipped to do prac-
tical research. Some of the best minds
in all fields affected by and relating to
law enforcement are involved in this
undertaking.

As Justice Harlan asserted, great con-
cern has been expressed that the long-
range and lasting reforms being formu-
lated by these careful studies may be
frustrated by the Court’s too rapid de-
parture from existing constitutional
standards. Justice Harlan continued:

Despite the Court’s disclaimer, the prac-
tical effect of the decision * * * must inevi-
tably be to handicap seriously sound efforts
at reform, not least by removing options
necessary to a just compromise of competing
interests, Of course, legislative reform is
rarely speedy or unanimous, though this
Court has been more patient in the past.
But the legislative reforms when they came
would have the vast advantage of empirieal
data and comprehensive study, they would
allow experimentation and use of solutions
not open to the courts, and they would re-
store the initiative in criminal law reform
to those forums where it truly belongs.

Let me underscore the last part of
Justice Harlan’s comment—the restora-
tion of the initiative in criminal law re-
form to those forums where it truly be-
longs. One wonders if the Chief Justice
and his associates have not become in-
toxicated by their recent forays into the
field of legislation. Could it be that they
viewed the various studies as a threat to
their newly asserted power to legislate
criminal law rather than rule upon it?

The Chief Justice and his four con-
curring Associate Justices ‘“encourage
Congress and the States to continue their
laudable search for increasingly effec-
tive ways of protecting the rights of the
individual while promoting efficient en-
forcement of our criminal laws.” But
they warn at the same time that any
congressional or State action must go at
least as far as the rules promulgated by
the Court.

Justice Byron White in his dissent
declared:

The most basic function of any govern-
ment is to provide for the security of the
individual and of his property. These ends
of soclety are served by the criminal laws
which for the most part are aimed at the
prevention of crime. Without the reasonably
effective performance of the task of prevent-
ing private violence and retaliation, it is idle
to talk about human dignity and civilized
values.

My research indicates that the ma-
jority of Americans feel the Court has
interpreted the Constitution as a char-
ter of freedom for those who have chosen
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to ignore the Constitution and all our
laws, who have chosen to defy law and
order with their every deed, who have
chosen to demand and expect every right
for themselves while denying any rights
to others.

Insuring maximum safety for the in-
nocent sometimes works to provide pro-
tection for the criminal. Perhaps that
is an unavoidable side effect, but our
system of justice should exist not just
to exonerate the wrongly accused but
also to convict and punish the guilty.
Clearing the innocent and convicting
the guilty both are important methods
for providing protection to the many
millions of members of society who think
the criminal is a greater threat to their
well-being than is the police officer.

Many of our forefathers came from
countries where this was not necessarily
true. The State and its police were a
greater threat to them and their prop-
erty than the few criminals around.
For this reason our Founding Fathers
insisted on certain protections against
police invasion of privacy and violation
of rights. Thank God for them. But
let us not interpret them out of all pro-
portion—let us not so impede the work
of our law enforcement agencies that
they cannot provide the protection we
want and need.

Always we hear the cry raised by the
proponents of individual rights that we
are in danger of a police state. But
when the Constitution and Bill of Rights
were enacted in the 18th century and
interpreted with a much narrower view,
we did not have a police state. We did
not have a police state 100 years ago,
10 years ago, nor even the day before
the Supreme Court made its landmark
decision. Nor were we in danger of hav-
ing one.

This Nation is in the midst of a war
on crime—a war which must be won if
we are to remain a free people with any
rights either for society or the individual.
The gravity of the situation can be seen
in the fact that crime over the years
since 1958 has increased six times faster
than our national population growth.

We need all our resources in the fight
against crime. We need especially the
full services of our law enforcement
agencies. These we cannot have now
because five men on the Supreme Court
have chosen to once again place a hin-
drance, a needless hindrance, in the path
of law enforcement.

No thinking person can contest that
the “safeguards” will impede effective
law enforcement.

Listen to the words of Justice White's
strong dissent:

The rule . ., . will measurably weaken the
ability of the criminal law. ... It is a delib-
erate calculus to pxevent int-erroga.tlons. to
reduce the incidence of confessions and plesa
of gullty and to increase the number of
trials. . ., . There is, in my view, every reason
to believe that a good many criminal de-
fendants, who otherwise would have been
convicted on what this Court has previously
thought to be the most satisfactory kind of
evidence, will now, under this new version of
the Fifth Amendment, either not be tried at
all or acqult.ted if the State’s evidence, minus
the confession, is put to the test of litigation.
I have no desire whatsoever to share the re-
sponsibility for any such impact on the
present criminal process.
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In some unknown number of cases the
Court's rule will return a killer, a rapist or
other criminal to the streets and to the en-
vironment which produced him, to repeat his
crime whenever it pleases him. As a conse-
gquence, there will not be a gain, but a loss,
in human dignity. The real concern is not
the unfortunate consequences of this new
decision on the criminal law as an abstract,
disembodied series of authoritative prosecrip-
tions, but the impact on those who rely on
the public authority for protection and who
without it can only engage in violent self-
help with guns, knives and the help of their
neighbors similarly inclined.

And then Justice White made what is
perhaps the most pathetic statement
contained in the entire 61 pages of the
Court’s decision and the 49 pages of dis-
sent. He said:

There is, of course, a saving factor: the
next victims are uncertain, unnamed and
unrepresented in this case,

Was this not another way of saying
that the Court once again was playing
Russian roulette with countless Ameri-
cans who think they have a right to pro-
tection from all types of eriminals?

One of the cases decided by the Su-
preme Court in handing down its 5-to-4
decision gives good insight into what im-
pact the new “safeguards” may have on
the war against crime. I refer to the
case of Ernesto A. Miranda against
State of Arizona.

Miranda was arrested 10 days after an
18-year-old girl was kidnaped and forci-
bly raped near Phoenix, Ariz. Taken
to the police station, he was picked
out of a lineup by the victim. He then
was taken into another room and ques-
tioned by two officers. At first he denied
his guilt, but after a short time he con-
fessed and provided both a detailed oral
and written statement, all of which was
completed in less than 2 hours. There
was no contention that any force,
threats, or promises had been used. The
statement he signed contained the word-
ing that the confession was voluntary
and made “with full knowledge of my
legal rights, understanding any state-
ment I make may be used against me.”

The Chief Justice and his four econ-
curring Associate Justices reversed the
conviction since Miranda had not been
advised of his right to consult with an
attorney and since his right not to be
compelled to incriminate himself was not
effectively protected.

Concerning the decision, Justice Har-
lan had this to say in dissent:

One is entitled to feel astonished that the
Constitution can be read to produce this re-
sult. These confessions were obtained dur-
ing brief daytime gquestioning conducted by
two officers and unmarked by any of the
traditional indieia of coercion. They assured
a conviction for a brutal and unsettling
crime, for which the police had and quite
possibly could obtain little evidence other
than the victim's identification, evidence
which is frequently unreliable. There was, in
sum, a legitimate purpose, no perceptible un-
fairness, and certainly little risk of injustice
in the mterrogauon. Yet the resulting con-
fessions, and the responsible course of police
practice they represent, are to be sacrificed
to the Court's own finespun conception of
falrness which I seriously doubt is shared by
many thinking citizens in this country.

There is another fact which we must
now recognize and soon face as a result
of the five men’s new safeguards. The
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safeguards are certain to necessitate
much greater expenditures of tax moneys
at the Federal, State, and local levels
in the fight against crime,

First of all there must be funds to pay
the “stationhouse lawyers” requested by
suspects—criminals who failed to steal
enough to be able to afford their own at~
torney or who squandered what they
took before they were arrested. But
then this cost can hardly be charged to
the war against crime, for these lawyers
will not be at the police station to assist
in the search for truth—they will be
there to help the suspect beat the rap.
As Justice White pointed out in his dis-
sent:

The Court all but admonishes the lawyer
to advise the accused to remain silent. . . .

It would almost seem that the Chief
Justice and his four concurring Associ-
ate Justices feel that a suspeet is not
capable of exercising his personal right
against self-incrimination—he must
have an attorney to do it for him. Jus-
tice White commented on this point:

Instead of confining itself to protection of
the right against compelled self-incrimina-
tion the Court has created a limited Fifth
Amendment right to counsel—or, as the
Court expresses it, a “‘right to counsel to pro-
tect the Fifth Amendment privilege. . . .
The focus then is not on the will of the
accused but on the will of counsel and how
much influence he can have on the accused.
Obviously, there is no warrant in the Fifth
Amendment for this installing counsel as
the arbiter of the privilege.

Another obvious expense which will
result from the safeguards will stem
from the need for more and better law
enforcement officers. To get them is
going to require better pay than is now
being provided our police in many areas.
And they are going to have to be pro-
vided better and more extensive training
to enable them to cope with all the red-

pe imposed on them by the Chief Jus-
tice and his four concurring Associate
Justices.

On June 16, I sent a telegram to Police
Chief John B. Layton, Washington
Metropolitan Police Department, asking
him to comment on the effect which the
U.S. Supreme Court ruling would have
on law enforcement in the District of
Columbia. He answered as follows:

The effect of this ruling, as I see it, will
be to further reduce the opportunity for
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obtaining an admissible confesslon or ad-
mission after an arrest of a defendant has
been effected or his freedom of movement
curtailed by the police. This decision moves
the protection against self-incrimination of
an individual back to an earlier time than
we have previously understood it. That 1s
the privilege against self-incrimination and
right to counsel is invoked not just at the
trial stage, but as soon as the defendant is
taken in custody, that 1s at the earliest stage
of custody procedures.

It would appear, therefore, that the only
statements or admissions that would be ad-
missible under this opinion would be those
made outside of a custody situation or those
where it can be clearly shown that the de-
fendant made, not only, a voluntary but a
“knowing” and “intelligent” walver of his
right to counsel,

In the same telegram, I asked Chief
Layton if the ruling would make more
difficult the work of the Police Depart-
ment and, if so, why. He answered
thusly:

In my judgment, the enforcement efforts
of the Police Department will be made con-
siderably more difficult. Many criminal acts
are perpetrated in a manner calculated by
the offender to prevent later identification.
Without fairly conclusive evidence, identify-
ing a particular offender with an offense, the
gquestioning process, using whatever evidence
had been developed to substantiate the prob-
able cause requirement for arrest, has been
an important procedure in developing addi-
tional evidence In the nature of admissions
or confessions or statements, intended to be
exculpatory which through Investigation,
might be broken down and ultimately sub-
stantiate the defendant’'s guilt.

Of necessity, more rellance will have to be
placed on other individuals who may be wit-
nesses to some aspects of an offense and it
is remembered in this connectlon that many
citizens already are reluctant to become in-
volved as witnesses In Court cases. If is
generally recognized that an Attorney's ad-
vice to a criminal defendant, originally, will
be not to talk to the police. A defendant
who would make admissions of a criminal
offense in the face of such a warning, would
be under strong personal compulsion to speak
out. It would also seem natural that the
criminal element In our society would be-
come even more arrogant in any contact they
will have with the police.

In answer to my question as to whether
the ruling would “just about eliminate
the use of confessions,” Chief Layton
answered by saying:

The answer is yes. There would be very
little opportunity, as I see it, to obtain a
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confession which would be ruled admissible
under this Supreme Court opinion, especially
if given after arrest.

I asked Chief Layton whether or not,
as a result of the ruling, he foresaw an
accelerated increase in crime in the
Nation’s Capital, to which question he
responded in the following manner:

I would not predict an accelerated increase,
but I would not be surprised to observe some
increase in erime. Those defendants charged
with crime and particularly the recidivist
will be aware that he is afforded advice of
counsel at an earlier stage than has heen
true prior to this opinion. And the scales
are now balanced somewhat more In his
favor.

While there are many factors causing crime,
I can't help but note that the crime rate
has been continuing an upward trend during
a period where the exclusionary rules have
been given more effect in the trial of eriminal
cases,

Mr. President, it certainly is regrettable
that the Supreme Court, through a bare
majority of its members, has become
obsessed with this overemphasis of in-
dividual rights as against the rights of
society. Our Nation and countless of
its innocent citizens will undoubtedly
suffer as a result, and, fearfully, the
situation as to crime, in this counfry, will
continue to grow worse. I hope that our
Nation’s highest tribunal will eventually
experience a change of direction in deal-
ing with ecriminals, and that public-
spirited citizens everywhere will rally to
the support of police departments
throughout the land and speak out, at
every opportunity, in behalf of obedience
to law.

To quote a former Justice of the U.S.
Supreme Court:

Lawlessness, If not checked, is the pre-
cursor of anarchy. (Frankfurter)

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in
the Recorp a paper prepared by the Li-
brary of Congress which shows the pe-
riod of service, in terms of prior judicial
experience, of the U.S. Supreme Court
Justices from 1789 through 1966.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BrewsTER in the chair).
jection, it is so ordered.

There being no objection, the tabula-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

(Mr.
Without ob-

U.S. Supreme Court Justlices, 1789-1 966— Period of service and prior judicial experience

Chief justice Date ol Commence- Service A nted by— Prior judiecial experien
: commission |{ment of service| terminated boet ! = s

John Jay._ Bept. 26,1789 | Feb. 2 1790 | June 29, 1795 Ch{a! t[ee of New York il 1776-79.1

John Rutledge July 1,1795 | Aug. 121795 | Dec. 15,1575 Ry of South | farolina, 1794-5%: Supreme Court of Sonth
1?91 Justice of U.S, S 178991

Oliver ENswarth. o oo ieiaaes Mar. 4,1796 | Mar. 8,1796 | Dec. 15,1800 Bupreme of nt Connecticut (Colonial); Bg%:

ol ol Connecﬁcut (Colonial), 1781-85.

John Jan, 31,1801 | Feb. 4,1801 | July 6,1835

Roger Brooke Tanafr ______________ Mar, 15,1836 | Mar. 28,1836 | Oct. 12,1864 DO.

Balmon Portland C i Dee. 6,1864 | Dec, 15,1864 | May 7,1878

Morrison Remick Waite_ Jan. 21,1874 | Mar. 4,1874 | Mar. 23,1888 Do.

Melville Weston Fuller. -| July 20,1888 | Oct. 8,1888 | July 4,1010

Edward Douglass White.... -eev... Dec. 18,1010 | Dec. 12,1910 | May 18,1921 ) e Asisgzj“ata J'ula}t.iéwsof ﬂuprer{_r;gu c:tml mﬂ I;:glslwa 1878-80; Assoclate

ice o eme
William Howard Taft_ ... _.__ June 30,1921 | July 11,1921 | Feb. 38,1930 | Harding_. .. _.__. Judgaé:lifrs pe %ﬂ cmmm 1887-02; U.8. Court of Appeals,
lm—

Charles Evans Hughes____.___.______ Feb. 13,1930 | Feb. 24,1930 | June 30,1941 | Hoover..._......._| Associate Justice oﬂ]’ &. Supreme Court, 1910-16.

Harlan Fiske Stone_ - ______. July 3,1941 | July 3,1841 | Apr. 22,1046 | F. Roosevelt...._.| Associate Justice of U.8. SBupre moCoun 1025-41.

E;ertl!e‘;lck Moore Vinson.. A J(;u:e 2%, }% JOU.I:B 2:. {m Eept.(’?, 1953 | Trum: IJ 8. Court of Appeals for District of Columbia, 1930-43,

___________ el Oct. 2, | " ] None,
John Rutled _____________________ Sept. 1789 | Feb, 15,1790 | Mar. 5, 1701 Washingtnn =gy . Chnmoery Court of South Caro‘ljna Colonial), 1784-89.
William C i Bept. 27,1780 | Feb. 2, 1700 | Sept. 13, 1810 G mcowt Iﬁ?aﬁnch éd%:mncwmtu
en Court,
James Wilson Bept. 29,1789 | Oct. 51780 | Aug. 21,1708 -.--..do._..,-.---..- % e Do R

See footnotes at end of table.
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U.8. Supreme Courl Justices, 1789-1966—Period of service and prior judicial experience—Continued
Chief Justice Date of Commence- Service Appointed by— Prior judicial experience
t of service| terminated
John Blair. Bept. 30,1780 | Feb., 2,1700 | Jan. 27,1706 | Washington.......| General Court ol Virginia {Golonlal), 1m—so- High Court of Chancery
of Vi a {Colon 780; Court of Appeals of Virginia, 1780-89.
Jatpes Tredell. 2. e Feb, 10,1700 | May 13,1790 do. do. North Carolina Superior Co , 1777-78.
Tt Joh Nov. 7,1791 | Aug. 6,1792 | Feb, 1,1783 |..... [ [ e SO A Court of Maryland, 1790-91.
William Patt ”, Mar. 4,1793 | Mar, 11,1793 | Sept. ﬂ 1806 do... None.
8 1 Chase. Jan. 27,1706 | Feb. 4,1796 | June 19,1811 |_____ [ IR Clii?:gigﬁ Court of Baltimore, 1788-01; General Court of Maryland,
4,1700 | Nov. 26,1829 None.
9,1800 | J 804 Superior Court of North Carolina, 1708-99,
L 1804 Court of Common Pleas of Bouth Carolina, 1798-1804.
, 1807 Bupreme Court of New York, 1802-08,
4, 1807 Court of Appeals of Kentucky. 1801-07.
38,1812 None,
Nov, 23, 1811 Do.
t. 1,1823 Supreme Court of New York 1802-19.
16, 1826 ng:iof]% pgl.}ls of Kentucky, IBO?—(ID T.8. District Court, Ken-
cKy,
}l. }830 %umme Court of Ohio, 1816-22,
o1
14, 1835 Buperior Court of (]em’gin, 1924-20,
12, 1836 General Court of Virginia, 1825-27; U.8. District Court of Virginia,
Eastern Dl.qtrh:t 1 36,
John Catron.--cu-e-eeseenn- e Mar. 8, May 1,1887 T P Court of Errors and Appeals, 1824-34.
John McK . 0, 1838 None.
Peter Vivian 10, 1842 U.E. District Court of Vi a, 183641,
Samuel Nelson 27, 1845 Ci’ﬁsﬁ'&g"“’t of New York, 1823-31; Bupreme Court of New York,
Levi Woodbury e eecc e meeemcaan 23, Superior Court of New Hampshire, 1817-23.
Robert Coolaer Aug. 10, 1846 District Court of Allegheny County, Pa., 183346,
bb 10, 1851 None,
hn Archibald Campbell. . 11, Do.
Nathan Clifford 21,1858 Do.
Noah H%ynes Swaﬁne , 1862 Do.
21, 1862 Justice of peace, Bourbonville, Ky., 1840's.
David DAV e e Dee. 8,1862 | Dec. 10, 1862 8th Judieial Circuit in Hlino Ls, 184862,
tephen Joh Field Mar. 10,1863 | May 20, 1863 Supreme Court of California, 1857-63,
Wil Strong. Feb. 18, Mar, 14, 1870 :1upmme Court of Pennsylvania, 1857-68.
Joseph P. Bradley. ..oococccrencaann . 21,1870 | Mar, 23,1870 N om
Ward Hunt 75 Dec. 11,1872 | Jan, ,1873 \iew York Court of A 1865-73.
John Marshall Harlan____ ... Nov. 29,1877 | Dec. 10, 1877 County Court, Franklin Cou.nty, Ky., 1858-59,
William Burnham Woods_.___._.._. Dec. 21,1880 | Jan. 5, 1881 Mg(tigl% Chanuery Division, Alabama, 1868-69; U.8. Court of Appeals,
Stanley Matthews____._...___._..._| May 12,1881 | May 17, 1881 Court of C = Pleas, Hamilton County, Ohio, 1851-53; Superior
Court of Cincinnati, 1863-65, BEASG
Horace Oray...... | Dec.. 20,1881 | Jan. 90,1882 Sugremeludicia! Court of Massachusetts,
Bamuel Blatchford. Mar, 22,1882 | Apr. 1882 Distriet Court of New York, Scutham Dlat.ril.'t. 1867-78; U.B.
Court of Appeals, 2d Circuit, 1878-82,
Lucius Quintus C. Lamar _ Jan. 16,1888 | Jan. 18,1888 | Jan, 23,1893 None,
David Josiah Brewer__ Dec. 18,1880 | Jan. 6, 1800 | Mar. 28 1910 Pmbate and eriminal eourts, Leavenworth County, XKans., 1862-65:
Kansas District Court, IS&IHW Bupreme Court rKan.ms, 1870-84;
V.8, Court.of A peals, Sth Circult, 188490,
Henry Billings Brown........... ---| Dec. 29,1800 | Jan, .5, 1801 | May 28,1006 Cirenit Court ounty, Mich., 1868, U.8, District Court,
Easterm District of Michlg , 187500,
George Shivas, J'r ................... July 26,1802 | Oct. 10,1802 | Feb, 23,1003 Non
Howell Ed Jacks: Feb. 18,1893 | Mar. 4, 1803 | Aug. 8, 1805 U.B. Cou.rl‘. opr]()enlB , Bth Circuit, 1886-03,
Edward Douglas White.... Feb. 19,1804 | Mar, 12,1804 | Deec. 18,1910 Supreme Court of Louisiana, 1878-80,
Rufus Wheeler Peckman. .. ........ ec. 90,1805 | Jan. 6,1806 | Oct, 24,1900 Sl.} reme Court of New York, 1883-86; Court of Appeals of New York,
Joseph McKenna..........._...__.| Jan, 21,1808 | Jan. 26,1808 | Jan. 5, 1925 U.8. Court of Appeals, 9th Circnit, 1802-07,
Oliver Wendell Holmes ¥ Dec. 8,1002 | Jan, 12,1032 Bupram.s Judicial Court of Massachusetts, 1852-1902,
Willlam Rufus Day._.. - ----| Feb. 23,1003 | Mar, 21003 | Nov. 13,1922 Coéll‘t l'tCDm ey Pleas, Ohio, 1886-90; U8, Court of Appeals, 6th
William Henry Moody_ ... Dee, 12,1906 | Dec. 17,1006 | Nov. 20, 1010
Horsce Harmon Lurton. . . cccceeeoe Dec. 20,1000 | Jan. 38,1910 | July 12,1014 C%gﬁe&ilm ?t%l%lﬂgign. Tennessee, 1875-03; U.8. Court of Appeals,
Charles Evans Hughes . .. ..o May 2 1910 | Oct. 10,1910 | June 10,1916
Willis Van Devanter_ ... -eceeeue- Dec. 16,1910 | Jan. 3,1911 | June 2, 1037 Bu_]::mmet (llwi :f Wyoming, 1886-90; U.8. Court of Appeals, 8th
L
Joseph Rucker Lamar__. ... Dec. 17,1910 |..... e i O o B IR Sl B0 e el Supreme Court of Georgia, 1906-08
Mahlon Pitney....._..............| Mar 13,1012 | Mar. Is 1012 | Dec. 31,1922 |..... 0 S itk Supmmlg Court of New Jersey, 1901-08; chancellor of New TJersey,
James Clark McReynolds.____._._.| Aug. 20,1014 | Oct. 12,1014 | Jan. 31,1941 | Wilson_.___.___... None,
Louis Dembitz Brandeis._ June 1,1916 Fel 1 1 Do.
July 24,1016 U.8. District Court, Northern Distriet of Ohlo, 1014-16.
Bept. 5, 1922 None.
Dee, 21,1922 Do.
Jan. 29,1023 Mar. 8,1 U.IS. Ig_sl:rlc.t Court, Eastern and Middle District, Tennessee,
Feb. 65,1025 | Mar, 2,1025 | July 2,1041 None.
May 20,1930 | June 2,1930 | July 31,1045 Do.
Mar. 2,1932 | Mar. 16,1932 | July 9,1038 Su%remo_az Court of New York, 1914-17; New York Court of Appeals,
Hugo L Black. . Aug, 18,1937 | Aug, 19,1937 @ Police judge; Burmingham, 1010-11.
Btau] Forman Reed______________| Jan. 27,1038 | Jan. 31,1038 | Feb. 25,1057 None. 1
PR o B mmammnae| 80, 20,1980 | Jan. 30,1939 | Aug, 28, 1962 Do,
Wl.uiam Orville Douglnsﬂ_.,__,---. Apr. 15,1939 | Apr. 17,1939 (O] Do.
Frank M Jan. 18,1940 | Feb. 65,1940 | July 19,1949 Recorder’s Court, Detroit, 1023-1930.
| June 25,1041 | July 81041 | Oct. 3,1042 None.
July 11,1041 | July 11,1041 | Oct. 90,1954 |. Do.
Feb, 11,1043 | Feb. 15,1043 | Sept. 10,1049 U.8. Court of Appeals for District of Columbia, 195943,
Sept. 22,1945 | Oct. 1,1945 | Oct. 13,1058 None.
Aug. 10,1040 | Aug. 24, 1949 Do.
Oct. 51940 | Oct, 12,1940 | Oct. 15, 1956 U.8. Conﬂoi’Appoa!s 7th Cl.twit, 104149,
John Marshall Harlan_ ___.__. -| Mar, 17,1955 | Mar, 28, 19556 “| U8, Court of.&ppeals, 954-55.
William Joseph Brennan, Jr. _..____ 15,1 Oct. 16,1956 New Jersey Superior Cou.rt 1040-51; Appellate Division of New
ggsey %u u:iotf lC 1981-52; Associate Justice of New Jersoy
Charles Evans Whitaker. ... Mar, 22,1957 | Mar. 25,1057 | Apr. 1,1962 U.8. District Col Western District of Missourl, 1954-56; U.8.
Court of Ap h Circuit, 1956-57.
Oct. 14,1058 | Oct. 14,1058 U.8. Court of Appeals, 6th Cimult 1054-58.
Apr. 11,1062 | Apr. 16,1062 (! None.
.| Bept. 25,1962 | Oet. 1,1962 | July 20,1065 do Do.
Aug. 11,1965 | Oct. 4, 1965 ® L. B, Johnson. ... Do.

1 The dates indicated
nated. No attempt is

he years in which service commenced and termi-
tolndlwtamonthsandday

3 “None" indicates that an examinati f generally recognized research sources
fled o dsclose any judicial servie. 3 g .
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Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed at this point in the REcorp
a transcript of a briefing on Ernesto Mi-
randa versus the State of Arizona, by
Mr. David G. Bress, US. At-
torney for the District of Columbia, on
June 21, 1966, and issued to the police
department of the District of Columbia
in the form of a memorandum dated
July 15, 19686.

This memorandum will indicate the
extent to which the police departments
of the country will be straitjacketed by
the U.S. Supreme Court’s ruling of June
13, 1966.

There being no objection, the tran-
script was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF
CoLumBIia, METROPOLITAN POLICE
DEPARTMENT,

July 15, 19686.
MEMORANDUM
Subject: Transcript of Briefing on Ernesto
Mirando vs the State of Arizona by Mr.
David G. Bress, U.S. Attorney for District
of Columbia on June 21, 1966.

To the Force:

Deputy Chief Lawrence A. Hartnett, Chief
of Detectives, introduced Mr, David G. Bress,
United States Attorney for the District of
Columbia, and the subject matter, the recent
decision handed down by the Supreme Court.

Mr. Bress, Chief Hartnett, Chief Layton,
Members of the Police Department, as all of
you know, last Monday, June 13, 1966, the
Supreme Court handed down its decision in
the Miranda case. The essence of that de-
cision is that the privilege which the indi-
vidual has against self-incrimination is
Jeopardized by custodial interrogation. We
had not had that principle before. We had
always understood that admissions and con-
fessions were admissible in evidence if they
were voluntary. This new decision injects
into the law as we previously understood it,
the principle that the privilege against self-
inerimination does not begin at the trial
where a person may not be compelled to
testify against himself, but it actually begins
at its earliest stage—when arrest occurs.

There has been an Inkling of a move in
this direction for many years. All of you
know the requirement for early presentment
of an arrested person before the United
States Commissioner or a Commltting Mag-
istrate in General Sessions Court. Why was
that necessary under Rule 5 (a) of the Fed-
eral Rules of Criminal Procedure? The rea-
son why that was necessary was because it
was felt that the privilege against self-
incrimination that an arrested person had
was sufficiently strong to warrant some
Jjudicial warning to him about his rights, so
that he would be aware of the effect of what
he might say.

There had not been any prior decision that
held that the privilege against self-incrimi-
nation began at such an early stage, that is
to say, at the arrest stage.

Now without going into a detailed expla-
nation of the Miranda case, I'm going to give
you what I think is the essence of the case
and how I belleve practically it should affect
your work in the questioning of arrested per-
sons or non-arrested persons.

The Miranda opinion, different from so
many Supreme Court opinions, sets gulde
lines. It is a clear opinlon in many ways and
I think each of you should read the entire
opinion. I'm sure the Department will make
copies available to you. You don’t have to
be a lawyer to really fully understand it.
It is written in very clear terms and sets up
the guldelines to govern your work.

Now, you will recall that in August, 1965,
the Police Department order, I think, 9-B,
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‘gave you specific instructions about what

kind of warning to give to an arrested per-
son, before he was questioned. You were
told to tell him, in substance, that he was
under arrest; that he had the right to remain
sllent; and that anything he said might be
held against him. You also advised him that
he had the right to consult with a lawyer;
that he had a right to talk to any member of
his family or a friend; and that if he did not
have a lawyer, one would be provided for him
when he first went to court. (This latter in-
struction meant that one would be provided
for him under the Criminal Justice Act, when
he appeared before the Committing Magis-
trate, that is, either the Commissioner or a
Judge of the General Sessions Court.) Now,
we continued under that order up to the
present time. There was a proposal by me in
the latter part of May of this year for some
modification of that, but, as far as Police
Department Orders are concerned, that is the
order that continued up to the present time
and it included the so-called 3-hour rule.
Now the 3-hour rule is no longer valid under
the Miranda case and you will see the reason
for this shortly.

The necessity in all cases of early presenta-
tion before the Committing Magistrate is now
also somewhat relaxed. The type of warning
that has been given in the past by law en-
forcement officers Is not adequate under the
Miranda case. Under the Miranda case I
have prepared what I consider to be an ap-
propriate warning, the exact language of
which I am not yet wedded to. I will prob-
ably try and simplify it for more effective use.
That warning now should state as follows:

(1) You have been placed under arrest.
You are not required to say anything to us at
any time or to answer any questions, Any-
thing you say can be used against you in
court.

So far so good, that is not different from
your prior warning.

The second part is also similar to the prior
warning:

(2) You may eall a lawyer or a relative or
a friend and they may come here to speak
with you. A phone will be made available
to you for that purpose.

That, too, is consistent.

Now, beginning with the third and
fourth—there are only four paragraphs to
this warning—we have the essence of the
case, and I will then go about explaining it.
I think it is better to give it to you in this
highlight first.

(3) You have the right to consult with a
lawyer before we ask you any questions and
to have such lawyer present with you during
such questioning. You may retain a lawyer
if you are financially able to do so. If you
cannot afford to hire a lawyer, one will be
Jurnished to you if you so desire, and that is
before questioning, not as in the prior case,
when you go to court.

(4) If you fully understand these rights
which you have, but, nevertheless, of your
own free will desire to answer questions about
the matter under investigation, without the
presence of a lawyer, you may taive such
rights and answer the questions. If you de-
cide to answer questions now without a
lawyer present, you will still have the right
to stop answering at any time. You also
have the right to stop answering at any time
until you talk to a lawyer.

While this sounds like a heavy burden it
may be productive of a few statements. That,
in essence, is what Miranda requires, and
Miranda is the law.

In order to insure that each officer has
knowledge of this warning, it is my recom-
mendation that it be permanently printed
on some card or plastic and carrled by each
officer. The warning should be appropriately
posted in all precinets and other places where
interrogations generally occur. These steps
if followed will tend to insure that arrested
persons are properly warned, so that their
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statements when made will be more readily
admitted into evidence by our courts.

I have, therefore, developed about eight
rules of conduct for the police in order for
them to conform to the requirements of the
Miranda case. I have given you so far the
outline of a warning, now let me tell you
what I think you must do, and why you must
do it, in order to satisfy this new approach.

The case is perfectly clear that if a person
is not under arrest and is not deprived of
his freedom of action in any way (I'll ex-
plain that) no warning need be given and
questions may be freely asked. This would
include volunteers, that is, those that con-
fess, or give incriminating statements, with-
out being asked any gquestions. Therefore,
the Miranda Rule has no relationship to peo-
ple who are not under arrest. Accordingly,
one conclusion to draw from the case is that
in the course of your investigation you may
interrogate suspects before you detain a per-
son or place him under arrest. What you
learn will be admitted in evidence and it is
not impaired by this decision. I sald if he is
not under arrest. There are also a few addi-
tional little words in there—the alternative
is if he is not deprived of his freedom of ac-
tion in any way. You may not have ex-
pressly stated to the suspect that he is under
arrest and therefore think you have the right
to interrogate him freely. You do not. If
by your conduct you would lead him, prob-
ably him, possibly a reasonable person, to
believe that he can get up and go at will,
the law is such a person is not under arrest.
If his freedom of action is limited in any way
the law will treat him as though he were
under arrest. Therefore, for example, if one
of your officers wants to interview a man at
his apartment or his home and you knock
on the door and state who you are, indicate
your purpose, ask if you may come in and
talk and he invites you in, you can go in
and talk to him to your heart’s content and
whatever he says to you can be used, pro-
vided that by your conduct or your ex-
pressions you lead him to belleve that his
freedom of action is in no way being re-
stralned. But if you walk into that same
apartment with four or five officers with
drawn guns and you don't say a thing about
his being under arrest, but you start asking
questions, the rules and warnings of Miranda
apply. So that the first principal we get
from this case, the first guideline is, there
is no prohibition on gquestioning if the man
is not under arrest or he is not being de-
tained. I also say this principle applies
equally to volunteers.

The court draws the distinction, as I'm
sure you ean readily understand, between a
voluntary statement and the statement of a
volunteer. A voluntary statement is one
that presumedly is made by the exercise of
free will. It can be made in response to
questions. Such a statement is always sub-
ject to challenge as to whether it was or was
not voluntary; whether the overall circum-
stances surrounding the making of that
statement were coercive or not. Whereas, a
statement of a volunteer is a verbal com-
munication by a person who calls on the
phone and says, "I just shot my wife.” Or,
he comes into the precinct and says, “I just
did something terrible—I want to tell you
about it.” Those are the statements of a
volunteer and the fewer questions asked the
better; but such statements are not inhibited
by the opinion.

The next principal is that, if a person is
arrested or is detained without actual arrest,
he may not be asked any questions without
first being warned, that is the full warning,
and this applies equally to questioning at the
scene, in the cruiser, and at the precinct.
I know this is tough. This is a new rule.

If you are investigating at the scene and
you do not have a person under arrest or if
a particular person is not detained, the court
says everyone at the scene knows it is his
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duty to cooperate. If you are involved in a
situation where there is no legal justification
for the confinement of a person, then interro-
gation at the scene without the warning
would be perfectly proper. Therefore, this
highlights the importance of interrogation
without arrests. But, if there is an arrest
or detention, no gu can be under-
taken until the full warning is given and the
wishes of the suspect complied with. Even
after you have given the warning, if the per-
son arrested or detalned, either refuses to
state whether he wants a lawyer or not, or,
instead of refusing to state whether or not
he wants a lawyer, in the alternative, he may
expressly state that he does want a lawyer,
in either case, of his silence or his express
statement that he does want a lawyer, he has
not waived his right to counsel and he may
not be questioned. If, however, he states
he wants a lawyer present, then it is in-
cumbent upon the police to give him the
opportunity to call his own lawyer, (which
can't be done at the scene), then there can
be no guestioning in such a case until you
get to the precinct—or if he has no lawyer,
and this is the particularly new point, the
police must make one available to him before
questioning can begin. In such circum-
stances therefore, where he expressly states
that he wants a lawyer, the questioning must
be deferred until the lawyer arrives. It is
expected that the local bar assoclation will
provide a telephone number to the police to
be used by them to obtain a lawyer only in
those ecircumstances where there is the re-
quest for a lawyer.

If the program bogs down, so that the bar
doesn’t answer the challenge of making law-
yers available then under Miranda, if the man
is silent and doesn't say whether he wants a
lawyer or not, or if he expressly says he does
not want to talk until he sees a lawyer, un-
fortunately, in these circumstances Miranda
requires that there be no questioning,

Now, if a lawyer responds, either a retained
lawyer, or a bar assoclation furnished lawyer,
this is the next logical step—what happens
then? The arrested should be
afforded the opportunity to confer in private
with that lawyer. After the conference be-
tween the lawyer and his new client, ques-
tioning may proceed In the presence of the
lawyer—if the arrested person is then willing
to answer questions. The lawyer may leave
and may tell him that he may talk. The odds
are certainly strong that the lawyer will
generally advise him to say mothing, so that
when the lawyer arrives and Instruects him
that there Is to be no questioning that is the
end of questioning. This again highlights
those cases where it 1s possible—the need for
questioning pre-arrest. Where the suspect
declines to be interrogated, and the lawyer
goes on his business, then the individual
should be presented before a Committing
Magistrate or to the Commissioner. ‘The need
for speed without unnecessary delay should
be complied with, although there is really no
penalty which results because there is no ad-
mission to be excluded. Nevertheless, It is a
rule and a statute (Rule 5(a) ), and reason-
ably prompt presentment should take place.

During any questioning in the presence of
his lawyer, the lawyer may consult with the
client (and this is a new principle but logi-
cally fits in here) and, if at any time during
the gquestioning the arrested person says that
he doesn’t want to answer any more gues-
tions, you have got to stop. If his lawyer
terminates the questioning at any point, even
if he consented to it in the first place, ques-
tioning must thereafter stop. You can go
back again and say do you want to resume?
And, If they consent to resume, resumption
of interrogation can take place. But even
here there Is no effective walver in law by
wvirtue of a person answering some questions
that such person thereby waives the right to
remain silent as to any remaining questions.
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‘The Miranda case clearly says that termina-
tion of questioning may take place at any
time at the election of the person.
Needless to say, a detalled record of questions
and answers should be maintained together
with appropriate notations of any objections
which the lawyer present may interpose to
certain questions, so that you ean turn over
to the United States Attorney's Office as full
and clear a picture as is possible of what took
place during the interrogation process. Thus
far we've considered what happens where he
is sllent and where he says he wants a
lawyer—no gquestions. If he says he wants a
lawyer, he gets the lawyer, and questioning
then may be done only with the approval
of the lawyer and it can be terminated at any
point at the request of the lawyer or the per-
son under arrest,

Now, we haven’t obtalned many statements
up to this point. After the warning is given,
under this decision, interrogation in the ab-
sence of the lawyer Is proper where the ar-
rested person has waived his rights under the
warning. That is, every one of the rights, in-
cluding the waiver of his right to remain
sllent, as well as his right to the presence of
a lawyer. In the past, walver has been found
from the failure to ask for a lawyer in other
jurisdictions. The case we mow have ex-
pressly holds that walver cannot be inferred
from silence or from the failure to ask for a
lawyer.

We now come to what I believe is the
most important part of the whole case as
far as you are concerned. The walver that
I mentioned a moment ago is only valid if
it is expressed, it cannot be implied; there
must be an express walver, it may be oral,
it may be written. Now what constitutes
the walver? The court says that a walver is
valid, that is a walver of the rights under
this warning, (waiver to the right of counsel,
wailver of the privilege against self-inerimi-
nation.) The walver is valid only if it is
voluntarily, knowingly and intelligently
given. These three words—voluntarily,
knowingly and intelligently—I wouldn't
have too much trouble about the *volun-
tary” part, “knowingly” gives me some con-
cern, “intelligently” creates a real problem.

Whenever there is any interrogation in
the absence of a lawyer, the government has,
as the Supreme Court has said in this case,
“A heavy burden” to demonstrate at the trial
that a defendant voluntarily, knowingly and
intelligently walved his privilege agalnst
self-incrimination and his right to a re-
talned or appointed counsel. Therefore,
while you gentlemen may get any statement
you want under a waiver, we, in the United
States Attorney's Office, before such state-
ment is offered in evidence have the burden
to affirmatively make a showing that the de-
fendant voluntarily, knowingly and intelli-
gently waived those rights.

I saild a moment ago that this waiver may
be oral or written. Of course, the written
walver is preferable and I have prepared a
form of written walver, if voluntarily signed,
and knowingly signed, and signed with in-
telligence, then no problem will arise. But
you can see how, depending upon the cir-
cumstances of the case, even though the
written waiver is obtained, that the gov-
ernment will have to carry & real heavy
burden in getting an admission in evidence
with a waiver,

As an alternative to getting a written
waiver signed by the person who is now
about to talk in the absence of his lawyer, it
is equally satisfactory if the essence of the
warning and the walver is summarized in
the signed statement of Tacts executed by
the arrested person, provided that the sum-
mary clearly shows that the oral waiver was
given before questioning began and pro-
vided further that it also shows that the
waiver remained in effect without being re-
wvoked during the entire Interrogative
process.
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Remember, I said in connection with the
illustration of what happens when the law-
yer 1s present and you are asking questions,
that questioning may be terminated at any
point. That same right 1s not dependent
upon whether there is or is not a lawyer
present. The right to terminate guestion-
ing of a suspect by law enforcement officers
at any point is even stronger when there is
no lawyer present.

Significantly, however, nothing that you
obtained In questioning is valld unless the
warning has been given before the question-
ing began. Further, even though you can
show the warning before and the walver
before, the rest of the statement may be
invalid unless you also foreclose the possi-
bility that the person under arrest may have
terminated the questioning after the second
question. He may have sald, for example,
after the second question, “I don’t want to
say anymore.” Therefore, we do have a
heavy burden, not only to show that the
walver was given before questioning began,
and that it was voluntarily, knowingly and
intelligently given, but that it continued
unrevoked throughout the process of the
entire statement.

In lieu of a separate document to be called
a walver, it is adequate for our purposes if,
in the summary of your statement of facts,
the essence is included in the signed state-
ment—but it i8 not enough to say that
“I waive my rights,” you have to spell out
exactly what the rights are. It is not enough
to say that *“the warning was given before
the guestioning began,” because the gques-
tioning may have been terminated as far as
the suspect is concerned before the state-
ment was concluded. Therefore, those sev-
eral possibilities must be covered in the
statement.

Another principle which may affect you
that is to be drawn from the teaching, in
this case, is that the questioning should not
be lengthy in the absence of the lawyer. Even
with an express walver, even in writing, the
court has stated that lengthy interrogation
before a statement is made is “strong evi-
dence” that the waiver is invalid. The court
does not tell us what is short nor what is
long, but it does state that if you inter-
rogate for a long time that is an indieation
that the waiver is invalid.

The Supreme Court has sald that “An ex-
press statement that the individual is will-
ing to make a statement and does not want
an attorney followed closely by a statement
could constitute a waiver.” That is as close
as the Supreme Court gets to the subject
of the possible existence of an implied walver.
The implied as distinguished from the ex-
press waiver is as follows: The express waiver
exists where the man says, I know what my
rights are, you have read me the warning,
I understand about the privilege of self-
inerimination, I understand about the right
to counsel, I don't care about that, I waive
the rights and I want to make a statement.
I am willing to make a statement.” That i
an express walver and that is valid whether
it is oral or written. The implied walver
exists according to the Supreme Court where
the person under arrest or in custedy indi-
cates that he is willing to make a statement
(it doesn’t use words of walver)—he's willing
to make a statement, and he does not want
a lawyer; when that is followed by a state-
ment closely in point of time, that could
amount to an implied walver,

Another lesson from this case 1s to be
drawn not from Miranda but from Westover.
You know we call it the Miranda case, but
there were three state cases decided at the
same time and one federal case. The federal
case 1s known as the Wesiover case and West-
‘over involved local police who had Westover
under interrogation in Kansas City. I be-
lieve Westover was 1n local custody for four-
teen hours and had been Interrogated at
length during that period, before the F.BI,
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had arrived. The question was what the
effect of the fourteen hour period of con-
finement and interrogation by Kansas City
Police—not related to the California bank
robbery that the F.BJ. was interested in.
The court found the atmosphere was coercive,
as a result of fourteen hours interrogation
or confinement by local police which carried
over to in fact the F.B.I. interrogation which
only lasted two hours. I called this prineci-
pal from the Westover position of the Mi-
randa combine of cases to tell you the fol-
lowing: That when a prisoner is taken by
the District of Columbia Police from another
jurisdiction where he has been subjected to
questioning, it is recommended that the
D.C interrogation following warning should
not begin until the prisoner has been moved
both in time and in place from his former
surroundings.

Had the F.BI. taken Westover from the
Kansas City Police and moved him to St.
Louis or to Los Angeles, what he sald to
the F.B.I. would have been admitted in that
case under the prior rule.

What has happened to Mallory require-
ments, I know many of you must be con-
cerned. As to those cases where the lawyer
is present during interrogation, Mallory is
of little or decreasing significance, because
first there is no “unnecessary delay” involved
inasmuch as you walted for the defendant to
have his own lawyer present and the pro-
tection which Mallory was calculated to give
to protect him in his rights by the presence
of a magistrate, a judicial officer has now
been given in effect by the presence of his
own attorney. Therefore, the speed of pres-
entation before the committing magistrate
seems to be unnecessary any longer. Yet it
is on the books, you will find it as a rule, so
that when thet process s over in ordinary
course he should be taken before the com-
mitting magistrate but no admission in my
opinion will hereafter be excluded because
of any delay in presentment on Mallory
grounds. However, with respect to state-
ments obtained without the presence of a
lawyer under the so-called express walver or
the implied walver which I just mentioned,
presentment, early presentment to the com-
mitting magistrate under Mallory is still re-
quired.

Gentlemen that is all I have to report to
you on Miranda at this time.

The following questions were asked of Mr.
Bress by varlous members of the Department
present at this talk:

Question: You stated that if we have a
man under arrest, he desires a lawyer and
he does not have the money to hire one, is
it incumbent on us to supply the lawyer?

Answer: It's incumbent on you to supply
him with a lawyer unless you want to forgo
taking a statement.

Question: We want to get a statement,
It's 2:30 tomorrow morning that this hap-
pens, the man wants a lawyer, what do we
do?

Answer: That's a new problem: What I
think you will do is that the Bar Association
will have to maintain, I hope, a panel of
lawyers avallable around the clock and that
the police may have the burden, and it may
be a heavy burden, to contact that panel to
see that a lawyer is sent in order for you to
be able to question. If he has made the
request, there must be a lawyer present or
your questions will amount to nothing. As
& subsidiary point to your question, I think
there is involved the question as to what
happens to the Mallory requirement of pre-
sentment to the committing magistrate with-
out "unnecessary” delay in such a situation,
and my opinion is, and I think I'm right,
that esince the delay is caused by his own
request for a lawyer, that the delay is not
‘“‘unnecessary”.

Question: Should an arrested subject ask
for counsel and after conferring with counsel,
he is advised by counsel in the presence of
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the arresting officer not to make any state-
ment or answer any questions, this arrested
subject, despite this legal advice, and still in
the presence of counsel, insists on giving a
statement, what should the arresting officer
do in this case?

Answer: If he insists on doing it in the
presence of counsel, I certainly wouldn’'t
turn it down. I would take it and hope that
it might come in as a spontaneous statement.
Remember, I stated inltially that statements
of volunteers, spontaneous statements, with-
out interrogation, are admissible. If you
don't ask the man any questions and he says
he wants to tell you what happened and he
tells you, without any questions, I think this
is spontaneous and we would have no trouble
getting it into evidence under the Miranda
case.

Question: The problem there is still we
have to prove the voluntariness of this state-
ment?

Answer: Whether he knowingly, and intel-
ligently made the statement voluntariness is
not as great a problem as being able to show
that the man, under the circumstances made
the statement after his lawyer told him not
to, was acting intelligently and knowingly.

Question: You have a prisoner, he signs
a waiver. You ask some three or four ques-
tions. Among these questions, he may reveal
where he hid the weapon or other evidence.
And then all of a sudden he refuses to an-
swer any other questions. On the basis of
what he has already answered voluntarily
and signed a waiver, you make application
with an affidavit for a search warrant. I am
wondering how this will affect your affidavit
or if you would be able to admit this in
Court as evidence?

Answer: Based on your hypothetical ques-
tion, Captain, so far, what he had said up
to the time that he said he wouldn’t answer
any more questions, it is entirely valid and
admissible. It may be the basis for an ap-
plication for a search warrant. It is also ad-
missible in evidence as an Ineriminating
admission.

Question: Before he is arrested, talking
with him and he admits to you that he had,
perhaps, committed a homicide, at what
point are we required to arrest him? He
gives you the whole story before you make
the arrest?

Answer: You should, by all means, not
arrest too soon. As a matter of fact, if you
should move to arrest, then you are merely
foreclosing yourself from getting further in-
formation. So, I think you have answered
the question yourself.

Question: Well, how long is long?

Answer: Long enough, but not too long.

Question: You are in the process of ex-
ecuting a search warrant for narcotics, and
upon arrival at the address and admittance
has been gained, you notice three subjects
in the room and upon a table are narcotics.
You know that the narcotics belong to one
of the subjects. Do you advise them of their
rights, etc., before you ask the question, “To
whom do these narcotics belong?” Would we
be wrong in asking the question first?

Answer: I think the preliminary question
should be: "“What happened here? What's
this all about? Who does this belong to?”
Not addressed to any particular individual.
It's not part of a series of questions. It's a
matter of getting a better orientation and
part of a general investigation. I don't think
that type of questioning is prohibited.

Question: Mr. Bress, I had quite a few
questions, but you have answered most of
them, sir. We bhad a case in the Fourth
Precinet just the other morning, in which
we had a robber, a holdup. The suspects
were captured by Captain Farran and citi-
zens. They had been warned by one of my
men on the scene at the time, of their con-
stitutional rights under this ruling; to have
the lawyer, remain silent, etc.; that they
didn't have to say anything. Now, my ques-

18883

tion is this. While at the station glving in-
structions to these men and while the two
individuals were being booked, the complain-
ant was asked what time the offense had
occurred. He looked at his wrist and he
sald, “they took my watch, too. I don’t
have my watch. I don't know.” With that
I walked over to the Station Clerk where
the subjects were being booked for the
arrest. I asked the Station Clerk if these
men had a watch on them. He said, yes, they
both had a watch. I said, “would you let
me see them or let the complainant see
them?" With that, one of the defendants
gpoke up and said, “ask him what kind of
watch it is, because I don’t want to be blamed
for something I didn't do.” He said, "I didn’t
want to hurt anybody. I just wanted the
money. I even tied the man up loosely.”
Now, saying he makes this admission and I
did not advise him of his constitutional
rights because I wasn't addressing myself
to him; I was addressing myself to the Sta-
tion Clerk. And say we didn't need this
confession as evidence in the trial, would your
office submit the statement as evidence?

Answer: Did you say you did or did not
need it?

Question: Did not need it. Would you use
this statement or not?

Answer: If the Assistant felt the way I
do about it, he would use it, because I would
characterize that as a spontaneous state-
ment, not the result of interrogation. It's a
statement of a volunteer. You didn't put
any questions to him. It wasn't in the
course of interrogation. However, if the
Assistant were wiser than I, and was inter-
ested in protecting his record on appeal and
felt that he had a strong enough case with-
out it, he might not use it.

Question: I understand. My question was
directed with reference to a possible future
interpretation of the law which we can look
forward to. I'm anxious to see if that fell
into the category of advising continuously
during confinement of the individual.

Answer: They say sometimes that the law
is “a ass”, but that is not true in Miranda.
I don’t think that this teaching requires the
constant rote repetition of a warning under
such cirecumstances.

Question: Now, one other thing. You did
speak on the three-hour rule that we had
been working under, and just for clarifica-
tion, we know that all of this is out—with
reference to interrogation—but the Court
did say when an individual is in custody on
probable cause, the police may, of course,
seek out evidence in the field to be used in
the trial against them. Such investigation
may include inquiry of persons not under
restraint, generally on-the-scene questions,
so forth.

Answer: Yes,

Question: I just brought that up, Mr.
Bress, with the reference that there is no
great hurry in arraigning this individual im-
mediately or forthwith; that they do give us
a limited time to complete an outside inves-
tigation free of interrogation of the person
held.

Answer: Oh, yes. The force and effect of
Mallory exists where no lawyer appears, and
even though Rule 6(a) must be complied
with, I think the force and effect of it has
been diminished considerably now by Mi-
randa.

Question: I think this Supreme Court rul-
ing clears up what we asked for. We asked
for a clear ruling on the subject of interroga-
tion. I think we have it. Now, one other
question, just for clarification. It is my in-
terpretation an indigent, according to the
court ruling, is any person who says, “I can't
afford a lawyer.”

Answer: No. That is not correct. The
mere fact that a man says he's indigent and
can’'t afford a lawyer does not necessarily
mean that the court will accept him as an
indigent. In most instances, when he says
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he is, he generally is. But according to the
TPO, The Nelghborhood Legal Services Pro-
gram, so-called Poverty Program, the stand-
ard of indigency is $55.00 a week for a single
person, plus $15.00 for each dependent. If
a man earns more than that, or famlly earn-
ings are more than that, they are not indi-
gent. A man earning $55.00 & week and a
wife earning $25.00 a week, are not indi-
They are not entitled to free legal
advice,

Question: We have knowledge that an in-
dividual who says that he can't afford a law-
yer and wants us to appoint one is making
$150.00 a week, where does that put us in the
interrogation angle?

Answer: I haven't considered this before.
I know that we had considered it in NLSP
and just denied service, but I think that for
police purposes that if he says he can't af-
ford a lawyer, you have got to assume that is
true. What difference can you draw from his
stating that he can't afford one when he can
afford one, and the case where he says he can
afford one but doesn't know one? He, in ef-
fect, is stating that “'I want a lawyer.” You
can't Interrogate him wuntil a lawyer is
present.

Question: One other question I would like
a clarification on—1I think I understand, but
let’s say that we have an indlvidual in cus-
tody. He's been advised of his rights as set
up by the Supreme Court. He has with him
his lawyer. He’s been told that he doesn't
have to make a statement. He goes on say-
ing certain Incriminating things or makes
ineriminating statements.

Answer: In response to questions?

Question: In response to guestions. And
then he invokes after this continuous warn-
ing as the court holds must be given to him,
he finally says, "I don’t want to say anything
else. I am going to remain silent” Then
the interrogation is cut off. I think you said
then the burden becomes upon the prose-
cutor to show that this was done timely,
knowingly and intelligently. I wonder if we
would be in a position to use what he did
say that was incriminating?

Answer: I answered that In a prior ques-
tion. Up to the point where he speaks that
“I don’t desire to answer anymore ques-
tlons,” everything that he said up to that
point is valid and admissible. Anything
that he says thereafter is not. It's presumed
coerclve unless you get from him an expres-
silon of a willingness to resume giving
answers.

Question: After a defendant has had a
preliminary hearing, has had the advice of
counsel, has been told by his sttorney to say
nothing about the case, if he is interviewed
while being held at the D.C. Jail and he
decides to disregard the advice of his lawyer
and makes a voluntary statement, what
would be the efflect of this ruling?

Answer: It can’'t be done now, couldn't
be done even before Miranda. Under the
decision in Queens vs U.S. in 118 U.S. App.
D.C., where a lady was charged with a felony
and at the prelilminary hearing, the case was
continued for her to obtain counsel, as she
was entitled to under the criminal justice
act, on the continued date when the pre-
liminary hearing was to be held, the police
officer went over to her and had a little
conversation with her and she made some
incriminating statements. Those state-
ments were admitted in the trial and she
was convicted. On appeal, the Court of Ap-
peals held that those statements should not
have been admitted on the grounds that her
appearance at the preliminary hearing was
for the purpose of having counsel appointed,
and counsel not yet having been appointed,
any Interrogation was prohibited because 1t
frustrated her right to counsel, It was in
violation of her right to counsel. If counsel
had been appointed, then 1t would also have
been bad because of the Massiah and Esco-
bedo cases. I think that answers your ques-
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tion, does It not, even before Miranda? Cer-
tainly it would be true mow. Y¥You look as
though you are not satisfied.

Question: No. A previous question, you
sald that he could disregard the advice of
his counsel?

Answer. Yes. But when he disregards, he
had already had the benefit of the advice of
the lawyer and then has made a statement
which I sald might be a statement of a volun-
teer. Now, if he says his lawyer says I don't
want you saylng anything and he says I
understand your advice, but I still want to
make a statement, I still want to answer
the guestion that these policemen want to
put to me, I think you can still do that.
The best kind of statement is one obtained
in the presence of counsel.

Question: You say that we can talk to a
person voluntarily of his own free will and
accord and any questions that this man
answers under this voluntary conversation is
not considered under arrest, but yet I can
cite cases under the Court of Appeals where
a man has talked voluntarily to the police
on the street, in the stations, in his own
home and subsequently the Court of Appeals
had ruled that the man was detaincd by the
police and that there is mot such a thing
as voluntarily being detalned by the pollce.
And conseguently, any information that was
drawn from this conversation was used
against him in trial without the presence of
a lawyer there to advise him of his rights,
when the conversation began.

Answer: I am familiar with those cases.

Question: Now, where do we stand if we
talk to a man on the street and from the in-
formation that we gather from this conver-
sation, we subsequently plece it together and
make our case?

Answer: You stand precisely as I have in-
dicated. That if he is being detained to the
point that his freedom of action is limited—
those are the very words of the Supreme
Court—{reedom of action not being limited
in any way. Now, in each of the cases that
you referred to, if they had gone as far as
the Court of Appeals said that the circum-
stances operated upon the mind of the ar-
rested persons in these cases—that Is, made
him feel that he was under detention and
he didn’t have the freedom to move about
freely, those would still be treated as arrests.
Now, there may be such cases arising in the
future where you do not intend to detain, but
a Court may say that you did detain. This
man was frightened into thinking that he
couldn't leave if he wanted to. That is still
the test. If he is not arrested, nor is his
freedom of action limited in anyway, what-
ever he says to you is outside the scope of
Miranda.

Question: Sir, I think the Courts later on
may rule that the primary mission of my
conversation with this man was because he
was a prime suspect and even though he had
freedom of movement, freedom of limitation,
the only reason I spoke to him was the fact
that he was a suspect.

Answer: I think the Supreme Court takes
cognizance of the fact that investigation by
police 1s still to be continued and is very es-
sential and they think that people should
cooperate in answering questions to the
police. I think there may come a day where
you don't think that you have detalned a
person, but a Court may well hold that you
did detain. I'm sure that we have that pos-
sibility and therefore, the purpose of this
discussion is to alert you to the fact that
you should make a consclous effort to see to
it that the clrcumstances in pre-arrest ques-
tioning do not, in any way, impair the free-
dom of actlon of the man you are talking to.
Tell him, “you can go.” “You don't have to
talk to me. You can go If you want to. You
are not under arrest; I don't intend to de-
tain you in any way, but I do have some
questions.” Now, it may be you are focus-
ing on him as your prime suspect, but the
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focusing on him and his feelinge of deten-
tion are two separate matters.

Question: I have one gquestion. It per-
tains to the line-up sheet. How far can we
go with the line-up sheet? Do we have to
advise him? Do we have to wait for his
lawyer before we start making the line-up
sheet? There are quite a few guestions we
ask the individual in the line-up sheet.

Answer: Relating to the particular inci-
dent?

Question: No. To the person himself, You
ask the person several questions; his name,
address, age and try to get some background
information from that individual. Has he
been in the service? Family, prior record,
quite a bit on the back and front of that
line-up sheet. Now, how far can we go?

Answer: I confess to a lack of sufficient
experience with the line-up sheets to be able
to answer that question with confidence.
I have seen them but I have not had occa-
sion personally to use them. My impression
is that if this is merely a background his-
tory of the individual involved, and does
not relate to any effort to seek an sdmission
or incriminating statement from him econ-
cerning the crime under investigation, then
there is nothing objectionable about it. You
can still pursue it to your heart’s content.

Question: When a suspect leaves this ju-
risdiction and is arrested In New York and
we forward a U.S. Commissioner's arrest
warrant, by a United States Marshal, to New
York, you don’t want him Interrogated in
custody in New York? The next time we
see him is in the District Jall. That would
be the only time that we would be able to
interview him would be at the District Jail.
Is that right?

Answer: ITf he has not been subjected to
intensive interrogation in the place of ar-
rest, I don't think that the Impediment of
Westover would apply. If he's just been
pleked up on a warrant, from the District
of Columbia in New York, you can go there
and start questioning him right away, pro-
vided you have given him all the warnings.
If I am understanding your question car-
rectly.

Question: Well, say that he is arrested at
8:00 in the morning. It may be an hour or
two hours before they notify us and it takes
us, maybe, another three hours to get to New
York or where he is. Well, that's five hours
that he is in custody in New York. Would
they say that he is in custody too long and
that we can't talk to him there?

Answer: What was he doing during that
five hours? Was he under interrogation in
New York? If he was just being held in
New York pending your arrival, I don’t think
that that s a Westover type of situation.
But if he were arrested In New York—for
example—on a housebreaking there, and
they worked on him for a number of hours—
well, Westover had fourteen hours and I
don’'t have a crystal ball to put the right
line time limit; but if they worked on him
for a number of hours on one investiga-
tion and then you went to the same place
and started interrogating him on another
investigation, I think you would have a
Westover situation. You ought to change
the time and place for your questioning.

Question: Regarding juveniles, sixteen to
eighteen years of age, that fall into the
waliver category in Juvenile Court after we
have advised them of their rights. Are we
going to be able to use their confession in
Court?

Answer: There are a number of cases that
cross my mind that have recently been de-
cided, that affect trials of juveniles waived
to District Court and te what extent the
statements made by them are admissible in
evidence. The answer is that woluntary
statements are not usable against them if
they are made before waiver—under the
Harling case. How, under Miranda, state-
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ments after walver may also not be used—
except when made in the presence of coun-
sel—and that seems very unlikely. There is
also the real danger of exclusion, as fruits
of the poisonous tree, of evidence obtained
from leads procured from pre-waiver state-
ments,

Chief Layton: Mr. Bress, one other ifem
that I would like to have you give some fur-
ther consideration to, would be a queston
that was raised; that is how long can our
people talk with an individual who is a
suspect prior to arrest, and I'm sure that
this is a hard question. But it is also a hard
decision for a police officer or a detective to
make out on the street in a situation where
he has sufficient probable cause to justify an
arrest and yet he feels that by discussing the
facts in the case he may get some additional
evidence that would help to assure a convic-
tion when the case gets to Court. As I say,
this is a hard question for a police officer
to make out on the street, if we leave it to
him and say that he should talk to the sus-
pect long enough, but not too long. Now,
I don't know what definitive answer you
might be able to make on further reflection,
but I would hope that you might give that
some further thought.

Mr. Bress: That might be a hard decision
for you, Chief, but it's an even harder one
for me; because my answer would indicate
that there is a time limit and that if you
fully exercise that time, the Court will say
that the time was too long. I have no limit.
All I can say is that the shorter the time, the
safer it is, The longer the time, you impair
safety by extending it. If there is no arrest
and no detention, there is nothing in the
case that indicates that there is any time
limit at all. When there is no detention, but
the longer you interrogate, I think the
greater likelihood there is, particularly if you
are focusing on that suspect, for an infer-
ence to be drawn that he was being detained
or at least he would make it appear at a trial,
months later, that he felt that he was being
detained because you held him up so long.
I would think that nothing more specific
than that can be given.

Chief Layton: On the question of the tele-
phone number, do you have any indication
of when or what the prospects are of getting
the phone number from the Bar Association
for making calls at night?

Mr. Bress: No, sir, I have no indication as
of this moment when they will make it avail-
able. Now, while I have all you gentlemen
in one place, there is one other problem that
has been disturbing me. And that is the
matter of free press and fair trial. I am
concerned and I know you must be with the
problem that arises from pre-trial publicity.
Particularly when some well publicized cases
or exciting cases are coming up for trial; and
a lot of information gets into the press that
furnishes the basis for the defendant asking
for a change of venue or postponements of
trial; no good comes from unnecessary in-
formation being given to the press. The
press is entitled to know everything that
takes place in the Courtroom. The press is
entitled to know certain things, within cer-
tain limits, that a man is arrested, what he
is arrested for, what were the circumstances
surrounding the arrest and so forth. They
are not entitled to know—they are not even
supposed to be told—what his criminal rec-
ord is. The press should not be told that a
man makes a confession. Those matters are
likely to be disputed at a trial. So I would
request that there be self-restraint exerclsed
in releasing anything to the press, other
than the basic data of time and place of
arrest, the nature of the charge, identifica-
tlion of the man, period, Nothing about the
gruesome details of the offense.

Question: I would like to say one thing.
The police get blamed for a lot of this de-
talled information, Mr, Bress, when this in-
formation comes from another source.
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Answer: I'm not blaming anybody.

Question: No, but I'm sure that you real-
ize that the press is something to deal with.
Number (1)—they call up the individuals
involved; the individuals pose for them;
(2)—they make statements on the type and
size of the gun that was used. I couldn't
agree more with you in your thinking; don't
misunderstand me, but I would like to clear
this up, We try to stick to the basic facts,
but we find it almost an impossibility be-
cause of the other ingredients in the situa-
tion, such as the people involved. So, I agree
that we should keep out these statements
that give all detailed information, such as
the caliber of gun we might be looking for,
knife or any of the things that would be ad-
missible as evidence in the Court. But we
have another problem, I'm sure, you are
aware of. We don't give all the information
out. Most of this information that you are
talking about comes from the persons in-
volved. You see their pictures in the news-
papers, on television, ete. I would like to ask
this question too, while I'm here. Often
times we are asked for photographs of the
individuals, who are arrested and that judg-
ment as to whether or not we release the pic-
ture is based on many things, but I read in
the papers just recently where even If you
showed the 1.D. picture without the number
on it, the Courts were considering this an
invasion of the suspected person's rights. I
wonder if you would say whether we should
release these pictures or not.

Answer: Of a man under arrest?

Question: Yes, sir.

Answer: Well, I don't think that unless
there is a question of identification involved
in the case——

Question: Well, there is always a question
of identification in a robbery, under any cir-
cumstances.

Answer: Well, then I would—if that is a
picture of the man who is under arrest—
that is not your statement. This is the man
who actually committed the offense. This is
the man you charged?

Question: Yes, sir.

Answer: We try to exercise self-restraint
in the prosecutor's office and we are under
limitations on what statements we can make.
You will frequently see no comment in con-
nection with any case that is pending trial.
No comment about anything that occurs or
who appears before a Grand Jury. For ex-
ample, we are permitted under the rules of
the Department of Justice to release only
the following information. Now this doesn't
necessarily bind you, but I think the philoso-
phy should be the same; the defendant's
name, age, residence, employment, marital
status and similar background information.
That’s all right. The substance or text of
the charge such as the complainant, indict-
ment or information. The identity of the
investigating and arresting agencies and the
length of the Investigation. The circum-
stances immediately surrounding an arrest
including the time and place of arrest, resist-
ance, pursuit, possession and use of weapons
in connection with arrest and the description
of the items selzed at the time of arrest.
That is as far as we can go. Now, these are
the things that I think, in your own common
sense, should be the limit of what is released.
Observations about a defendant’s character,
statements, admissions, confessions or alibis
attributed to a defendant should not be
made. Reference to investigative procedures
such as fingerprints, polygraph examinations,
ballistic tests or laboratory test should not
be made. Statements concerning the iden-
tity or eredibility or testimony of prospective
witnesses and statements concerning evi-
dence or argument in the case should not be
made. Those are the things that are verbo-
ten-prohibited.

Question: They are all fine words and we
like that, but the 251 is a public record.
Also, the arrest book is public record by law.
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Now, we have somewhat of a problem there,
I think, because the 251 Form gives a detailed
report of the offense of any arrest made, etc.

Answer: I think if 1t is a public record, the
press has access to it. Thank you, Gentle-
men, It has been a pleasure to be here be-
fore you.

Deputy Chief Hartnett: Well men, as Mr.
Bress has told you, this is now the law, and
we will have to adjust and we will have to
comply with it. I know, and you know, we
will have problems accompanying this ad-
justment. There will be Department Orders
issued later.

Now, I urge you that if you have any prob-
lems to consult with your Precinct Super-
visor or Squad Leaders, so they can present
them to us and we, in turn, can present any
particular problems to the District Attorney's
Office for possible answer.

I doubt if I could inspire you with the
equivalent of a half-time pep talk such as
Enute Rockne used to give to his Notre Dame
teams, but nevertheless, I sincerely say, don't
get discouraged, but get out there and do the
same good job that you have been doing
all along.

Do you have anything else, Chief Layton?

Chief Layton: Nothing else.

Mr. Bress: Chief, I would like to say one
thing. In my seven months as the United
States’ Attorney, my relationship to the De-
partment has been excellent. My contact
with the Chief has been wonderful. The work
that I have seen your men do in the course
of the past seven months has been inspiring.
I compliment each one of them for the fine
job. I don't think there is a better Police
Department in the United States—but we
must strive to make it even better.

By direction of the Chief of Police:

JorN S. HUGHES,
Deputy Chief of Police, Acling Ezecutive
{Officer.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the REecorp a
general order which was issued to the
Metropolitan Police of the Distriet of
Columbia by the Deputy Chief of Police,
John S. Hughes, on July 16, 1966, the
subject of which deals with the ques-
tioning of arrested persons.

There being no objection, the general
order was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT .OF
COLUMBEIA, METROPOLITAN POLICE
DEPARTMENT,

July 16, 1966.

[General Order No. 9-C, Series 1964}

Subject: Questioning of Arrested Persons.
To the Force:

Under date of June 13, 1966, the Supreme
Court of the United States delivered an opin-
ion in the case of Ernesto A. Miranda vs The
State of Arizona.

In the cited opinion “Custodial Inter-
rogation” is defined as: “Questloning initi-
ated by law enforcement officers after a per-
son has been taken into custody or otherwise
deprived of his freedom of action in any
significant way.”

The Constitutional issue decided is the
admissibility of statements obtained from a
defendant questioned while in custody and
deprived of his freedom of action.

The opinion states that the prosecution
may not use statements stemming from cus-
todial interrogation of the defendant unless
it demonstrates the use of procedural safe-
guards effective to secure the privilege
against self-incrimination.

To assure the proper procedural safeguards
are employed the following measures are re-
quired.

Prior to any questioning, the person must
be warned that:

A. He has a right to remain silent.
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B. Any statement he does make may be
used as evidence against him,

C. That he has the right to presence of an
attorney whether retained or assigned.

- L] ® * *
QUESTIONING OF ARRESTED PERSONS

In accordance with the law now defined in
the opinion of the Supreme Court of the
United States and recommendations of the
United States Attorney, members of the
Force are directed that:

To comply with the provisions of the law
the arrested person shall be clearly warned
in the following terms:

You are under arrest. Before we ask you
any questions, you must understand what
your rights are.

You have the right to remain silent. You
are not required to say anything to us at any
time or to answer any questions. Anything
you say can be used against you in court.

You have the right to talk to a lawyer
for advice before we question you and to
have him with you during questioning.

If you cannot afford a lawyer and want
one, a lawyer will be provided for you.

If you want to answer questions now with-
out a lawyer present you will stil have the
right to stop answering at any time, You
also have the right to stop answering at any
time until you talk to a lawyer.

If necessary, this warning will then be
given in writing or explained in language
which the arrested person can readily under-
stand. If the arrested person is incapable
of understanding any warning, by reason of
aleohol, drugs, injury or other reason, the
warnings may be postponed until the ar-
rested person is capable of understanding the
warning and questions put to him.

Officers should remember that the critical
point is the time the arrest is made or the
person'’s freedom of action is limited, for it
is then that the person must be fully advised
of his rights.

If a person is not under arrest and is not
deprived of his freedom of action in any
way, no warning need be given and gquestions
may be freely asked.

Information obtained by interrogation be-
fore arrest is admissable and not impaired
by this opinlon.

When conducting investigations, officers
shall attempt to develop and complete in
every detail possible the accumulation of
evidence against the suspect prior to making
the arrest.

Whether under arrest or not, spontaneous
statements made by an individual, not in
response to questions, are admissable in
evidence. Accurate notes should be made
of such statements.

Unsolicited or volunteered ststements of
persons who appear at police stations, or call
in by telephone and state they have com-
mitted a crime, are mnot barred or affected
by this opinion.

If the defendant indicates in any manner
and at any stage of the process that he
wishes to consult with an attorney before
speaking there can be no questioning.

If the defendant is alone and Indicates In
any manner that he does not wish to be in-
terrogated, the police may not question him.

The fact that he may have answered some
guestions or volunteered some statements on
his own does not deprive him of the right
to refrain from answering any further in-
quiries until he has consulted with an attor-
ney, and thereafter consents to be ques-
tioned.

If the accused decides to talk to his in-
terrogators, he is still entitled to do so with
the assistance of counsel.

The accused must be clearly informed that
he has the right to consult with a lawyer and
to have the lawyer with him during inter-
rogation, This right does not depend on the
accused making the request.
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If the accused states that he wants an at-
torney, the interrogation must cease until
an attorney is present. At that time the in-
dividual must have an opportunity to con-
fer with the attorney and to have him pres-
ent during any subsequent guestioning.

If the individual cannot obtain an attor-
ney and he indicates that he wants one be-
fore speaking to police, they must respect his
decision to remain silent.

A defendant may waive these rights, pro-
vided the waiver is made voluntarily, know-
ingly, and intelligently. This necessarily will
require proof that the defendant did com-
pletely understand and freely waive his
rights.

Waiver of rights by an arrested person,
whether oral or written, shall be witnessed
by other officers, but preferably, by other
civilian witnesses already involved, or other-
wise willing to do so.

Questioning should not be lengthy in the
absence of a lawyer. Even with an express
waiver, the Court has stated that lengthy
interrogation before a statement is made is
evidence that the walver is invalid.

Whenever an express walver is given and a
statement obtained without a lawyer, prompt
presentment before the United States Com-
missioner or the District of Columbia Court
of General Sesslons, as required by Rule 5(a)
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure,
is still necessary,

The Supreme Court opinion states that an
“express statement that the individual is
willing to make a statement and does not
want an attorney followed closely by a state-
ment could constitute a waiver.”

In order to fully apprise a person interro-
gated of the extent of his rights, it is neces-
sary to warn him not only that he has the
right to consult with an attorney, but, also,
if he is indigent, that a lawyer will be pro-
vided to represent him before questioning,
If he states he wants a lawyer present, it is
then incumbent upon the police to give him
the opportunity to contact his own lawyer
or, if he has none, to make one available to
him through one of the volunteer legal
agencies,

In so doing, the arresting officer shall place
the call to the agency, notify the person
answerlng, of the name of the arrested per-
son, the place of detention and the offense
charged. A written record of the date, time,
and the person so notified shall be kept as
a part of the case history.

If a lawyer requested by the arrested per-
son comes to the precinct station or Head-
gquarters, the arrested person shall be afforded
every reasonable opportunity for confidential
consultation consistent with safeguards
against escape or the commission of an un-
lawful act. If no lawyer appears, and if a
relative or friend requested by the arrested
person comes to the precinet station or
Headquarters, it is advisable that one such
person be permitted to talk for a reasonable
time with the arrested person, though offi-
cers, in their discretion, may admit others.

Communication and access to an arrested
person by a person other than a lawyer may

be denied or postponed where there is a rea- .

son to believe that it is sought for the pur-
pose of destroylng evidence, concealing stolen
property, intimidating witnesses, warning an
accomplice, or arming or facilitating escape
by the arested person, If such communica-
tion or access is denied, a record shall be
made stating the reason.

In accordance with provisions of Chapter
VI, Sections 8, 9 and 10 of the Manual, every
possible effort shall be made to communicate
with the person or persons whom the arrested
person wishes to notify of his arrest, includ-
ing use of the telephone. A record shall be
made of any request of an arrested person to
communicate with another person. If there
is no request, the officer shall so note.

After the accused person has conferred
with counsel, and it is felt that interroga-
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tion is necessary or likely to be productive,
the officer shall repeat the warning of rights
previously given to the accused, while coun-
sel 1s present and then proceed with the in-
terrogation unless or until terminated by the
arrested person. Close attention should be
given by the interrogator to the questions
asked and the answers volunteered so that
a concise and accurate résumé can be made
of the statement. When possible, and with
the agreement of the accused and his coun-
sel, this statement should be reduced to
writing and offered to the accused for his
signature, if time permits and it would not
otherwise cause “unnecessary delay” of ar-
raignment.

Although speed of arraignment is of less
importance now, if a lawyer is present dur-
ing interrogation, it still must be considered.
. When a person wanted by this Department
is arrested in another jurisdiction and has
been subjected to questioning by others,
whenever possible, interrogation by members
of this Department, after advising of rights,
should not begin until the prisoner has been
moved in time and place from his former
surroundings.

Nothing herein prohibits questioning for
information necessary for the booking and
processing of a prisoner through the Identi-
fication Bureau.

Accompanying this order is a “Warning
and Consent” form which shall be executed
whenever an arrested person indicates will-
ingness to waive his rights and make a state-
ment. This includes a ‘‘consent to speak"
portion whereby an arrested person may in-
dicate that he desires to walve his rights and
that he fully understands what he is doing.
He shall be given this form to read, or if
unable to read the form it shall be read to
him, after which he shall be allowed to sign
the “consent to speak” portion thereof. The
remainder of the form shall be completed
and then signed by the officer and the
witnesses. Other officers may be used as
witnesses; however, it s preferable to utilize
other than police personnel as witnesses,
if available.

A copy of this General Order, with attach-
ment, shall be distributed to each member of
the Force in accordance with the procedure
outlined in General Order No. 12, Series 1958.

By direction of the Chief of Police:

JoHwN 8, HUGHES,
Deputy Chief of Police, Acting Executive
Officer.

Order rescinded: General Order No. 9-B,

Serles 1064.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I have here a “Warning and
Consent” form which has been distrib-
uted to the members of the Police De-
partment of the District of Columbia by
the Deputy Chief of Police. This is a
form which shall be executed whenever
an arrested person indicates willingness
to waive his rights and make a statement.

The form reads as follows:

WARNINGS AND CONSENT—WARNING AS TO

YoUurR RIGHTS

You are under arrest. Before we ask you
any questions, you must understand what
your rights are.

You have the right to remain silent. ¥ou
are not required to say anything to us at any
time or to answer any questlons. Anything
you say can be used agalnst you In court.

You have the right to talk to a lawyer for
advice before we question you and to have
him with you during questioning.

If you cannot afford a lawyer and want one,
a lawyer will be provided for you.

If you want to answer questions now, with-
out a lawyer present. you will still have the
right to stop answering at any time. You
also have the right to stop answering at any
time until you talk to a lawyer.
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The suspect is then supposed to add
his signature to the form. His signature
will indicate that he understands his
rights in this matter and that he desires
to waive his rights.

That portion of the form reads as fol-
lows:

CONSENT TO SPEAK i

I know what my rights are. I am willing
to make a statement and answer questions.
I do not want a lawyer. I understand and
know what I am doing. No promises or
threats have been made to me or used against
me.

Date and time
Statement was read by Defendant
Statement was read to Defendant
Signature of Officer
Wit : W

This form is to be signed by the ar-
rested person and also by the officers and
by witnesses.

I hope that Senators will read this
form and the general order issued by the
Metropolitan Police Department, as a re-
sult of the Supreme Court’s June 13 rul-
ings, that they may fully understand the
difficult burden which now has been
added to those already carried by police-
men in their efforts to secure evidence
leading to the conviction of persons who
have committed crimes.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. What is the source of
this statement just read by the Senator
from West Virginia—"“Warning and Con-
sent,” “Warning As to Your Rights,” and
then “Consent to Speak,” and finally the
signature of the accused or the suspect?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The
source is the Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment of the District of Columbia.

Mr, LAUSCHE. Is that what they are
doing now?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. That is
what is being done.

At first, I presented for the REcorp a
transcript of a briefing by the U.S. Attor-
ney for the District of Columbia, Mr.
David G. Bress. This was a briefing to
the chief and to the members of the
police department, and the briefing took
place on June 21, which was 8 days after
the Court decision on June 13.

This briefing was then put in the form
of a memorandum and distributed to the
police department personnel.

The next day, on July 16, the General
Order No. 9-C was distributed to the
members of the police force of the Dis~
triet of Columbia, and this had to do with
the questioning of arrested persons.

Accompanying the general order was
‘the form which is to be signed by suspects
and by arresting policemen. Policemen
are to carry this form with them; and if
the suspeet is willing to sign the state-
ment, showing that he knowingly, will-
ingly, and intelligently waives his rights,
the suspect is to sign, and the arresting
policeman is also to sign in the presence
of witnesses.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Am I correct in my
understanding that prior to this Supreme
Court decision, the information imparted
to a suspect dealt primarily with the in-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

formation that he had & right to answer
questions or not to answer them, that
whatever he said would be used against
him in court, but that now the following
statement has been added to that general
procedure:

You have the right to talk to a lawyer for
advice before we guestion you and to have
him with you during questioning.

If you cannot afford a lawyer and want
one, a lawyer will be provided for you.

If you want to answer questions now,
without a lawyer present, you will still have
the right to stop answering at any time,
You also have the right to stop answering at
any time until you talk to a lawyer.

Is that the substance of it?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, in answer to the distinguished
senior Senator from Ohio, I shall read
from the transcript of the briefing by Mr.
David G. Bress. This is what he said at
that time:

Under the Miranda case I have prepared
what I consider to be an appropriate warning,
the exact language of which I am not yet
wedded to. I will probably try and simplify
it for more effective use. That warning now
should state as follows:

(1) You have been placed wunder arrest.
You are not required to say anything o us
at any time or to answer any questions.
Anything you say can be used against you in
court.

So far so good, that is not different from
your prior warning.

Prior to the Miranda case.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I was on the bench
for 10 years, and that is the warning

that was usually given,
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Yes.
To proceed, he said:
The second part is also similar to the
prior warning:

(2) You may call a lawyer or a relative or
a friend and they may come here to speak
with you. A phone will be made available
to you for that purpose.

That, too, Is consistent.

Now, beginning with the third and
fourth—there are only four paragraphs to
this warning—we have the essence of the
case, and I will then go about explaining it.
I think it is better to give it to you in this
highlight first.

(3) You have the right to consult with a
lawyer before we ask yow any questions and
to have such lawyer present with you during
such questioning. You may retain a lawyer
if you are financially able to do so. If you
ecannot afford to hire a lawyer, one will be
furnished to you if you so desire, and that
is before questioning, not as in the prior
case, when you go to court.

(4) If you fully understand these rights
which you have, but, nevertheless, of your
own free will desire to answer questions
about the matter under investigation, with-
out the presence of a lawyer, you may waive
such rights end answer the questions. If
you decide to answer questions now without
a lawyer present, you will still have the right
to stop answering at any time. You also
have the right o stop answering at any time
until you talk to a lawyer.

That, in essence, is what the Miranda
case requires, and the Miranda case is
the law.

Does that answer the question of the
Senator from Ohio?

Mr. LAUSCHE. That answers the
question clearly.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp the follow-
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ing articles: an editorial from the July
28, 1966, edition of the Huntington, W.
Va., Advertiser; an article from the June
15, 1966, edition of the Columbus Dis-
patch, Columbus, Ohio; an editorial
from the June 15, 1966, edition of the
Columbus, Dispatch, Columbus, Ohio; an
editorial from the June 14, 1966, edition
of the Chicago, Ill., Tribune; an editorial
from the June 15, 1966, edition of the
New York Daily News; a column by David
Lawrence from the June 15, 1966, edi-
tion of the Washington Evening Star; an
editorial from the June 15, 1966, edition
of the Washington Evening Star; and
a column by Richard Wilson which ap-
peared in the June 17, 1966, edition of
the Washington Evening Star.

There being no objection, the articles
and editorials were ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

LENIENCY FOR OFFENDERS Is ENCOURAGEMENT
T0 VIOLENCE

The effects of leniency in dealing with
criminals was made clear in the official re-
port of the Federal Bureau of Investigation,
released today, reviewing the 6-percent in-
crease in violent erimes during 1965.

In connection with the report Attorney
General Nicholas deB. Katzenbach disclosed
that crimes such as murder, robbery, bur-
glary and aggravated assault during the year
numbered more than two and three-quarters
million,

The FBEI record of 135,000 known offenders
revealed that three of every four had a prior
arrest. The entire group had an average
criminal career of more than 10 years during
which they averaged five arrests.

Forty-eight percent had been arrested in
two or more states, and over half had bene-
fited from leniency In the form of parole,
probation, conditional release or suspended
sentence.

After the first leniency the group averaged
more than three arrests.

FBI records also exposed the extent to
which repeaters contribute continuously to
the national crime problem. A record of
over 6,900 offenders who were released be-
tween January and June, 1963, after having
been charged, showed that 48 percent were
arrested for new crimes within two years.

Fifty-nine percent of the burglars, 70 per-
cent of the auto thieves and 64 percent of
the robbers repeated during that time.

How the United States Supreme Court and
other tribunals can justify their recent
trend of finding new unprecedented techni-
calities for releasing criminals in the face of
these statistics is beyond the comprehension
of the people that suffer from increasing
violence.

The 46-percent increase In serious crimes
just since 1960 should certainly cause some
effort to apply the only known remedy—
swift, certain and adequate punishment.

The trend of the times, however, is not
only to show leniency to criminals but to
create the lmpression that law-enforcement
officers are a bunch of sadistic characters who
get their kicks from brutalizing offenders.

The restrictlons that the Supreme Court
has thrown up to protect criminals from po-
lice questioning can open the way for almost
sure acquittal from any crime,

If, for instance, Richard Speck, the man
charged with the mass murder of eight Chi-
cago student nurses, would ignore the advice
of his attorney and insist on confessing de-
spite constitutional rights recently set up by
the Supreme Court, he would certainly make
a good case for a plea of Insanity.

The only apparent way out of this absurd
situation for law enforcement is a constitu-
tional amendment imposing reasonable con-
ditions for accepting voluntary confessions
in evidence,
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[From the Columbus {Ohlo) Dispatch,
June 15, 1966]

SaxBe Raps CoURT RULING ON INTERROGA-
TION—SAYS WaAY OPEN ForR LAWLESS TO
“Tree Town"

Ohio Atty. Gen. Willlam B. Saxbe forecast
bleakly Tuesday the U.S. Supreme Court has
opened the way for the lawless "to ‘tree’ the
town.”

Saxbe borrowed the phrase from Western
lore. It referred to desperadoes taking six-
gun control of small settlements.

The attorney general joined untold num-
bers of police and prosecutors who received
with dismay the court’s Monday decision re-
garding self-incrimination.

The far-reaching, 54 decislon, laid down
rules which make it impossible for police to
question an uncooperative suspect and fur-
ther weakened the legal effect of oral or
written confessions, Saxbe sald:

“I think the decision is a bunch of
"' the out-spoken attorney general
fumed.

Saxbe, who has been instrumental in at-
tempting to raise pay scales and employment
qualifications for Ohio lawmen, asserted the
high court has imposed a nearly insurmount-
able block to law enforcement.

“The police officer today has got to be a
diplomat, a combat soldler, a psychologist, a
soclal worker and an expert marksman—yet
he gets pald less than a street cleaner,”
Saxbe stormed.

“Certainly there are places where the train-
ing—the background—of officers may be defi~
cient, but with what those men are paid,
we're lucky to have them,” Saxbe argued.

The Attorney General pointed out that po-
lice, “to maintain law and order, must have
the force. You can't just let the hoodlums
have the muscle.

“They’'ll run wild while the poor police-
man's behind the tree, reading his rule book
to find out what he can do about it,” Saxbe
warned.

Justice John M. Harlan, one of the four
who disagreed with the majority decision,
had commented in his strongly worded dis-
sent: “The social costs of crime are too great
to call the new rules anything but hazardous
experimentation.”

Prior to the declsion, attorneys general of
27 states had urged the High Court to im-
pose no further limits on the questioning of
criminal suspects.

[From the Columbus (Ohio) Dispatch, June
15, 1966]
RIGHTS OF LAWFUL BSOCIETY SHAKEN BY
WARREN OPINION

It takes a rare provocation to bring per-
sonalities into the ordinarily stald address of
justices of the United States Supreme Court.
But the division of opinion generated by
Chief Justice Earl Warren's further limita-
tion of interrogation as an instrument of
law enforcement gave evidence that the pop-
ular misgivings about the chief justice's
advocacy of permissiveness reach into the
body of the court.

Most recent finding of the Warren-led
majority which denies police the right to
question suspects in criminal investigations
without the subjects’ consent brought a
heated rebuttal from Justice John M. Harlan
who contended the chief justice had intro-
duced a “new doctrine” and warned against
anyone being “fooled by it.”

Justice Harlan's strongest point was made
when he declared the ruling, which favors
criminals over law-abiding citizens, “a one-
sided proposition that ignored the other side
of the equation—the side of society.”

As in the 1964 Escobedo ruling this week's
declision which extended the liberal philos-
ophy of Escobedo was a close vote with the
narrowest majority of one following the
Warren leadership.
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BEach advancement of Chief Justice War-
ren's legal thinking weakens the case of the
state in criminal actlions. The task of law en-
forcement is multiplied at a time when it is
already under heavy pressure from a rising
crime rate.

Communism’s fifth column is proffered a
new security under the law and the day is
readily foreseeable when contempt of official
investigative bodies by the abuse of the
Pifth Amendment will no longer be repre-
hensible.

Justice Byron R. White, another of the dis-
senting minority, assalled the Warren thesis
as being without precedent or basis in the
nation’s law. He sald:

“In some unknown number of cases the
court’s rule will return a killer, a rapist or
other criminal to the streets and the en-
vironment which produced him, to repeat
his crime whenever it pleases him, As a
consequence there will be not a gain but a
loss in human dignity.”

We concur in the dissent.

[From the Chicago (Ill.) Tribune,
June 14, 1966]

WaY PoLicE GET GRAY

A divided decision by the Supreme Court
yesterday makes it even more difficult to
hang a conviction on a criminal defendant.
Taken in conjunction with a long series of
previous holdings by the court, the decision
throws up another roadblock in the path of
the police and prosecutors.

The court embellished and extended its
previously enunclated doctrine that a con-
fession may not be introduced in court un-
less a man under arrest is given all the
breaks. Police must warn a suspect from
the outset that he may remain silent. He
must be told that he is entitled to the pres-
ence of an attorney from the moment he is
taken into custody, and even before that.
He must be warned that anything he says
may be used in evidence against him.

Only if the person under arrest waives
these court-defined rights can the state or
federal government take advantage of his
admissions. But his decision to do so must
be made “voluntarily, knowingly, and intel-
ligently,” and at any stage in the proceed-
ings he may break off and demand a lawyer.
It takes little imagination to see what a
fruitful fleld these conditions open on ap-
peal. By asking for a lawyer anywhere along
the line, a defendant stands a good chance
of invalidating the whole of a confession.
And, if he does not exercise his protective
options, it can always be contended that he
was not acting “intelligently.”

Chief Justice Warren, speaking for the
majority, remarked that the court had ar-
rived at its decision after reviewing its 1964
decision reversing the conviction of an Illi-
nois defendant, Danny Escobedo, accused of
murder, The court on that occasion held
that any incriminating statement made after
refusal of a request to see a lawyer cannot
be introduced into evidence, thereby over-
ruling a case decided only six years before.

In yesterday's decision, governing four
criminal cases, the court expanded the Esco-
bedo doctrine, which extended the right to
counsel to a suspect in a police station.
Now the right to counsel operates from the
moment & suspect is taken into custody or
“otherwise deprived of his freedom of action
in any significant way.”

Three of four cases before the court were
decided on a 6 to 4 vote, and the other by
6 to 3. Convictions invalidated involved
charges in one case of the murder of a
woman and the robbery of four others; of
robbing two federally insured lending insti-
tutions; of the kidnap-rape of an 18-year-
old girl; and the robbery of a dress shop.
The court professed itself anxious “to secure
the privileges against self-incrimination.”

The court began to express its aversion to
confessions of any nature as far back as

August 10, 1966

1957, when it forbade federal [but not state]
police to use statements produced during
pre-commitment interrogation. That ruling
saved Andrew Mallory from a death sentence
for rape in Washington, D.C. Three years
later he was convicted of the same offense
in Phlladelphia and is now serving a state
sentence of 1115 to 23 years.

In his dissent from the Escobedo declsion
two years.ago, Justice White objected: “Un-
til now there simply has been no right guar-
anteed by the federal Constitution to be
free from the use at a trial of a voluntary
admission made prior to indictment. ...
Today's declsion cannot be squared with
other provisions of the Constitution which,
in my vlew, define the system of criminal
Justice this court is empowered to admin-
mt‘er-”

Yesterday Justice White and his dissent-
ing colleagues found themselves hollering
down the old Warren rain barrel, while the
majority, In Justice Black’'s characterization
of a year ago, continued blithely to sit as
“a day-to-day constitutional convention.”
[From the New York (N.Y.) Daily News, June

15, 1966]
So WaY Have Cors AND DA’s?

The Earl Warren Supreme Court on Mon-
day handed down a 5—4 rullng making it ex-
tremely difficult if not impossible for police
to get confessions out of arrested persons—
or for courts to admit any such confessions
in evidence at the ensuing trials.

Arrestees must be told on arrest that they
don't have to talk to the police and can de-
mand attorneys at once (paid by the taxpay-
ers if the accused is broke or says he or she
is), and that anything they say may be used
against them.

This is the British system, plus. Remem-
ber all those expertly written English mur-
der yarns in which Inspector Gideon or
Whom-have-you of Scotland Yard tells every
arrestee: "I must warn you that anything
you say,” etc.?

The catch is that Britons by and large are
law-abiding, and many criminal strains in
the British population were cut off by the old
laws carrying the death penalty for dozens of
offenses—whereas the American people have
a tradition of rebellion, for better or worse,
going back to the Revolution and Civil War.

This new ruling may force police and dis~
trict attorneys to do smarter detective work
and evidence-assembling. Let’s only hope it
doesn’t turn the criminal element loose on
decent people, and thereby spark revivals of
Old West-style Vigllante-lsm. But let’s not
bet on those hopes.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
June 15, 1966]
THE NEw “SAFEGUARDS" FOR SUSPECTS
(By David Lawrence)

An unwitnessed crime hereafter may
never be punished, particularly if the sus-
pect knows enough to keep his mouth shut.
Police officers have just been told by the Su-
preme Court of the United States that, im-
mediately after they take a suspect into cus-
tody and prior to any questioning, they must
warn him that anything he says may be used
against him. They must specifically advise
him of his right not to answer any question
and of his right to have counsel beside him
during any interrogation to which he may
consent.

If the suspect indicates “In any manner
and at any stage of the process” that he
wants to consult with a lawyer before speak-
ing or that he does not wish to be interro-
gated, there can be no questioning. Unless
the prosecution demonstrates that it has used
these “procedural safeguards” in behalf of
the defendant, even voluntary confessions are
not admissible as evidence in a court.

When the Supreme Court, by a 5-to-4 de-
cision, sald this week that these “safeguards"
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are required by the Constitution, a sweeping
change was made in the methods of handling
persons accused of crime in America. Law-
enforcement agencies now are confronted
with new obstacles to the protection of men,
women and children and to the prevention
and punishment of crime.

The Constitution does say that no individ-
ual “shall be compelled in any criminal case
to be a witness against himself” and that an
accused person has the right “to have the
assistance of counsel for his defense.” But
until recent years this has been construed
to refer to trial procedures, and never before
have these rights been extended so broadly
to include questioning at the police station.
Police officers in some cases have undoubt-
edly intimidated persons suspected of a crime,
and in other instances have managed in a
tactful way to elicit what are called “volun-
tary” confessions.

Now If a suspect makes any statement
which is later used in court, the police have
to prove that before the interrogation he was
fully advised of his rights and had available
the services of an attorney—who must be
appointed for him if he is unable to retain
one on his own. The suspect can waive such
rights only if it is done “voluntarily, know-
ingly and intelligently.”

Chief Justice Warren—joined by Justices
Black, Douglas, Fortas and Brennan—says
all this is in accord with the basic require-
ments of the Constitution. Four of the
nine members of the court—Justices Clark,
White, Harlan and Stewart—dissented and
take the view that the court has gone too
far.

Certainly more police officers now will be
required in order to detect crimes. Since
a policeman or even a witness seldom is
present when a crime is committed, it be-
comes difficult, if not impossible, to produce
indisputable proof when those suspected of
complicity in the crime cannot be ques-
tioned without their consent.

Some of the justices in the minority think
that it is enough to require that a confes-
sion be voluntary and that it wasn't neces-
sary for the court to stress the need for the
presence of counsel at all times or the fact
that the suspect can remain silent if he
wishes. Justice White, in his dissenting
opinion, declares:

“The most basic function of any govern-
ment is to provide for the security of the
individual and of his property. The rule
announced today will measurably weaken
the ability of the criminal law to perform
in these tasks.”

Justice Harlan, in his dissent, says that
the court now has extended the Fifth
Amendment privilege to the police station,
and he adds:

“Nothing in the letter or the spirit of the
Constitution or in the precedents squares
with the heavy-handed and one-sided action
that is so precipitously taken by the court in
the name of fulfilling its constitutional re-
sponsibilities.”

Many states and bar assoclations have
been struggling to find a system that would
improve law enforcement, particularly with
reference to the handling of suspects in
police stations, Chief Justice Warren says
that the decision this week does not interfere
with further efforts in that direction. But
many lawyers will wonder just how any rules
can be drawn up that will induce suspects
to tell the police anything if even mere
conversation with a person in custody can-
not be used in court against him and now is
regarded 4s a form of duress.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
June 15, 1966

GREEN LIGHT FOR CRIMINALS
The Supreme Court’s 5 to 4 ruling on police
questioning of criminal suspects will be re-
celved with rejolcing by every thug in the
land. For without a doubt it is a ruling
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which will grievously handicap the police
and make it much easier for a criminal to
beat the rap.

The murky torrent of words embodied In
Chief Justice Warren's opinion tends to ob-
scure some aspects of the ruling. But the
salient points come through clearly enough.

Henceforth, once the police have taken a
suspect into custody, they cannot lawfully
ask him any questions unless four warnings
have been given. (1) The suspect must be
plainly advised that he need not make any
statement. (2) He must be informed that
anything he says may be used against him
in a trial. (3) He must be told that he has
a right to have an attorney present through-
out the questioning. (4) If the suspect is
an indigent, he must be assured that he will
be furnished a lawyer free of charge. Unless
all of these conditions are met no confession
or other evidence obtained during an inter-
rogation can be used against the suspect.

The Chief Justice makes the remarkable
observation that “our decision is not in-
tended to hamper the traditional function
of police officers in investigating crime.”
Intent aside, he must know that this is in
fact a decision which will not only hamper
but will largely destroy the traditional police
function, at least as far as interrogation is
concerned.

Why? Because any lawyer called in to sit
beside a guilty prisoner is going to tell him
to say nothing to the police. He would be
derelict in his duty were he to do otherwise.
In the face of this, the Chief Justice blandly
suggests that there is nothing in the decision
which requires “that police stop a person
who enters a police station and states that
he wishes to confess to a crime.” How true!
And how often in the proverbial blue moon
will this happen?

The deplorable fact is that this ruling as
far as the public is concerned, will most di-
rectly affect the viclous types of crime—the
murders, the yokings, the robberies and the
rapes where it often is impossible to assemble
enough evidence, without a confession, to
obtain convictions. All the criminal need
do is to demand a lawyer—and then the
police, under the practical effect of this de-
cision, will be unable to ask him question
No. 1. What was it the President said about
ridding our cities of crime so law-abiding
citizens will be safe in their homes, on the
streets and in their places of busines?

The dissents by Justices Harlan, Clark,
Stewart and White were sharply-worded. It
is necessary to read them to understand the
frailty of the grounds upon which the ma-
jority rests this unprecedented ruling. But
a few excerpts are helpful. Justice Harlan:
“Nothing in the letter or the spirit of the
Constitution or in the precendents squares
with the heavy-handed and one-sided ac-
tion that is so precipitously taken by the
court in the name of fulfilling its constitu-
tional responsibilities.”  Justice White:
“The real concern is not the unfortunate
consequences of this new decision on the
criminal law * * *, but the impact on those
who rely on the public authority for pro-
tection and who without it can only engage
in violent self-help with guns, knives and
the help of their neighbors similarly in-
clined.” Justice Clark: *“To require all
those things (demanded in the majority
opinion) should cause the court to choke
over more cases than (those) which it ex-
pressly overrules today."”

A final point. The newest member of the
court, Justice Fortas, voted with the ma-
jority. But when he testified at a Senate
Judiciary Committee hearing on confirma-
tion of his appointment last year he sald
he believed that an “adequate opportunity”
for police interrogation of persons accused
or suspected of crime *“is absolutely essen-
tial to law enforcement."” Under this deci-
sion, which Justice Fortas joined, opportun-
ity for police interrogation becomes, not
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adequate, but virtually impossible. Law en-
forcement, and especially the public, will
suffer accordingly.

|From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
June 17, 1966]

Court's b6-To-4 RULING ON
PERSONALITY "'

(By Richard Wilson)

The demeanor of the Supreme Court when
the recent opinions were read on getting
confessions from suspected criminals re-
vealed that the venerable justices are very
wrough’ up over issues of high emotional
content.

They are wrestling with a peculiarly
modern problem much debated on the cam-
puses of the universities and in intellectual
circles. In the eourt's language this is the
matter of respect for the “inviolability of
the human personality.”

This legally obtuse language can cover a
lot of ground, ranging from the college boy
who does not wish to be drafted to the
demonstrator in the streets and on to the
beat poet who peddles the delights of LSD
and marijuana, all in the name of respect
for the human personality.

The court has been seized with the prob-
lem over a wide range. The sanctity of the
human personality emerges in the court's
terms on such matters as the right to pass-
ports, birth control, school prayers, race re-
lations, politics, Communist affiliations.

As most recently applied, the court comes
down 5 to 4 with what amounts to a new
law ending any attempt by the police to
induce, trick or persuade suspected criminals
into confessing, They can still confess, if
they insist, but not until proof can be given
that they do so of their own free will after
being advised that they can remain sillent
and have g lawyer at their side. As a prac-
tical matter talking a criminal into con-
fessing might as well be abandoned as a
police practice from now on.

What the court is doing is debating the
values of our time and not without rancor
but wholly without consensus on matters
vitally important to the general publie.

The recent issue is only legalistically the
principle of protecting the rights of the ac-
cused so that he is not intimidated or ter-
rified by the atmosphere of the station house
into acting and speaking against his own in-
terests protected by the Constitution. If
that were the case, the dissenting opinions
revealed that the decision would have been
better than 5 to 4.

The true issue involves the majority's
eager crusading spirit tipping the balance
of justice toward the criminal and without
equal regard for those against whom the
criminal has offended nor the responsibility
of the state to protect life and property.

Social activism by the five justices usually
thinking in concert is what is causing the
trouble in the Supreme Court, and permits
the vote of one man to decide issues of great
importance. Franklin D. Roosevelt had a
remedy for his time. He would have nearly
doubled the court’s membership so that its
views would be more broadly representative,
and thus more convineing.

But in Roosevelt's day the court was sanc-
tified and immutable. One might as well
have talked of increasing the membership
in the Holy Trinity. Today we see the court
in a different light, more as a tribunal than
as a court in the hallowed sense, with five
of nine tribunes issuing decisions that re-
semble laws, or edicts and who delve deep
into the sociological and psychological un-
known for guldance in interpreting or re-
stating the Constitution.

What is being discussed here is not the
school desegregation decision. That was
unanimous, But for the last 12 years only
one-third of the court’s decisions have been
unanimous, and the 5-to-4 line-up often
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emerges in critical cases. A b-to-4 decision
is not convincing. It can always be over-
turned. If President Johnson had appointed
to the court a justice like John Harlan in-
stead of Abe Fortas, the decision would have
gone another way in the confessions case.

The criticism of the Warren Supreme
Court is not confined to those who don’t like
the school prayer decision or politicians who
don’t like the apportionment decision or
the people who now fear that Warren permis-
siveness will help many a murderer, rapist
and narcotics peddler beat the rap. Extrem-
ists who wish to “impeach Earl Warren”
have a more rational counterpart in re-
spected law professors and members of the
Supreme Court itself who are becoming in-
creasingly sharp, not to say heated, in their
objections.

When there is this much smoke there is
bound to be quite a fire. Chief Justice War-
ren added fuel to it by not merely defining
the principle of freely given confesslons, but
by writing an edict thousands of words long
on the conditions of admissible confessions.
This essay was so diffuse and so fuzzy that
any first year law student should be able to
void & criminal’s confession, no matter how
freely given, Warren said, in effect, that his
edict could be accepted as If it were a law
until Congress or the legislatures come up
with something as good of better.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I yield the floor,

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Washington yield me
1 minute?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Iam happy to yield
to the Senator from Montana.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
want to compliment and commend the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byrp] who has made a major
speech on one of the most troublesome
subjects in our country today.

He has made a great deal of research
on this subject, as he always does,
putting his finger accurately on the facts
and figures which we need to know.

I would hope that the Senate, the ad-
ministration, and the people of this
country would pay attention to the re-
marks made by the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. Byrpl, because they are to
the point and call attention to a problem
which is not getting better but is getting
worse as the weeks go by.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the distinguished senior Senator from
Montana.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Will the Senator from
Washington yield me 5 minutes of time,
please?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senator
from Ohio proceed on his own time for
10 minutes. The reason I am doing this
;antifmt we are running out of time on the

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Ohio is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from West Virginia
for his very effective paper presented to
the Senate on this day, dealing with the
severe crimp that will be imposed upon
the police of our country and upon law
enforcement officials in the effective
maintenance of law and order as created
by the decision in the Miranda case.

Under the language of amendment 5
of the Constitution, the Supreme Court
has interpreted the following clause as
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justifying the pronouncement that five
of its judges made in the Miranda case:
“nor shall—any person—be compelled in
any criminal case to be a witness against
himself.”

The court construed that to mean that
when a person is apprehended under
circumstances indicating his possible
connection with a crime, the officers, be-
fore they question him, in addition to
what had been the practice for years
gone by, must go on to tell him that he
has a right to have a lawyer present; that
if he does not have the money to hire a
lawyer, the Government will provide him
with a lawyer; that if he begins answer-
ing questions succeeding that informa-
tion without a lawyer, he may determine
to ask for a lawyer.

My only comment is that I wish to
join with the prosecutors, the judges, and
the general public in expressing the view
that the majority members of the Su-
preme Court for some strange reason
look around for justification to impose
this burden upon the law enforcement
officials of our country. The eriminal
now is shielded beyond what the framers
of our Constitution ever intended. The
Supreme Court has thrown practically
an impregnable barrier around the
criminal, that barrier being so strong
that it will be incapable of penetration,
and making the prosecution of criminals
most difficult.

GRAND JURY FINDS COMMUNISTS
ORGANIZED CLEVELAND RIOT

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr, President, yester-
day the grand jury of Cuyahoga County
returned a report to the common pleas
court of that county, dealing with the
riots that took place in Cleveland a few
weeks ago. The finding of that grand
jury, in my judement, is of the utmost
importance to every citizen in the United
States.

I wish to read the finding of the grand
jury. It will be recalled that 96 build-
ings were burned down, lives were taken,
bodies were injured, and many other tres-
passes were committed.

The grand jury of Cuyahoga County
is made of 15 citizens. This particular
grand jury had as its foreman Mr. Louis
B. Seltzer, the former editor of the Cleve-
land Press, who served in the capacity
of editor for 36 years.

This is what the grand jury reported:

This jury finds that the outbreak of law-
lessness and disorder was both organized,
precipitated and exploited by a relatively
small group of trained and disciplined pro-
fesslionals in this business.

With respect to that finding, 10 days
ago in Chicago I made the statement
that the riots were so replete with ex-
pert action that only one conclusion
could be drawn; and that was that the

movements were centrally directed and
planned.
The grand jury went on to say:
They—
And by “they” is meant these profes-
sionals—
were aided and abetted, wittingly or other-

wise, by misguided people of all and
colors, many of whom are avowed bellevers

August 10, 1966

in violence and extremism, and some who are
elther members of, or officers, in the Com-
munist Party.

Tragically, Mr. President, in the riots
were hundreds of mnocent. people, and
especially innocent Negroes. They did
not know in their participation that in
the background were Communists and
organizers who precipitated and ex-
ploited the riots.

I read further from the report of the
grand jury:

This jury considers it regrettable and un-
fortunate for the community's sake that the
legal statutes of Ohlo and Cuyahoga County
are either so outmoded or inadequate in their
scope that these responsible irresponsibles
cannot at this time be reached by specific
indictments for their infamous actlvities.

With regard to this finding, I wish to
call to the attention of Senators that an
amendment has been placed in the civil
rights bill in the House of Representa-
tives which would make individuals who
precipitate, organize, or plan violence
and riots in a community subject to Fed-
eral prosecution. When that measure
comes before the Senate, it behooves us
E;l make certain that it remains in the
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I shall read further from the findings
of the grand jury:

This jury further belleves that, even
though what already happened is both re-
grettable and tragic in every conceivable
human aspect, there 1s a grave potentiality
for repetition of these disorders, or others
like them, occurring elsewhere in this com-
munity.

I would add to that finding that there
is a grave potentiality of repetition of
riots not only in Cleveland but also in
every metropolitan center in the coun-
try. In my judgment, the Lansing riot,
the New York-Harlem riot, the ILos
Angeles riot, and the Cleveland riot are
trial runs. They are drills under which
these Communist leaders are perfecting
their technique, making it possible for
them to spread the destruction, spread
the disorder, and spread the impotency
of government throughout the country.

Mr. President, this is another finding:

It was established before the jury that the
leaders of the W. E. B. DuBois Club and the
Communist Youth Party, with interchange-
able officers and virtually identical concepts,
arrived in Cleveland only a few days before
the Hough area disorders.

These men who came from Chicago, New
York, and Brooklyn . . . they were seen con-
stantly together, They made swift contact
with other Clevelanders who, the evidence
showed, are leaders of the Communist Party
throughout the Ohio Valley district, includ-
ing Cleveland.

I repeat that the tragedy of the riots
is the fact that hundreds of innocent
Negroes become enmeshed in demon-
strations, not knowing at all that the
Communists are standing in the back-
ground pulling the strings and directing
the operations.

In Cleveland the rioters had supplies
of Molotov bombs, and they met at the
JFK club and discussed the planning of
how they would snipe policemen and
firemen.

There are innocent followers among
the Negroes not knowing who is direct-
ing the matter.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. LauscHE] may proceed
for 10 additional minutes. I wish to ask
a question of the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The further tragedy
is that exculpation is constantly pro-
vided. I do not know of anywhere that
the action by a grand jury has been made
which has revealed to the people what
occurred. The grand jury in Cleveland,
Ohio is entitled to the deepest gratitude
from the people of this country, not only
in Cuyahoga County, in putting its fin-
ger on what is happening in our coun-
try.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I want to suggest to
the Senator that this is a revealing doc-
ument which has nailed down for the
first time, after very careful study—and
I assume that testimony of witnesses and
things of that kind—that this actually
happened. It seems to me that since
the House has now passed another civil
rights bill which includes eight or nine
sections—and I would be less than politi-
cally naive in the ways of this body—if I
did not believe that many sections might
be subject to long discussion, perhaps
even a filibuster—and the possibility that
these sections may not even be acted
upon—I hope not—but there is a pos-
sibility in the Senate, this session.

It also seems to me that the section
referred to by the Senator from Ohio
concerning interstate movements of
agitators and organizers, works both
ways, and that section could probably get
agreement in the Senate. I would think
so, and I would hope so; and that the
Judiciary Committee might well take
that section as a separate bill, if neces-
sary, and see that we get some action on
this matter. I am going to so recom-
mend.

Mr. LAUSCHE. On that score, the
amendment added to the civil rights bill
in the House is directed at all individuals,
whites and Negroes.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. It will help
both ways. I think that this is so im-
portant, and with all this trouble going
on in this country, I do not know what
may happen in the urban areas of my
State, but I suspect that agitators will
be starting to move in from the outside
to begin organizing. I would think so,
but I have no evidence of it. However,
our law enforcement officials in the State
of Washington are a fine group of men
and women, who are probably conscious
of this fact. But this law would surely
help them a great deal, and would cer-
tainly help them to prevent riots. That
section of the bill is so important and so
necessary at this time that in case we
do have controversy and some problems
with other sections of the bill, it should
be made a separate piece of legislation.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator
from Washington very much,

Mr. President, now in conclusion——

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr.
President, will the Senator from Ohio
yield for a question?
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Mr. LAUSCHE. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. What is
the JFK Club?

Mr. LAUSCHE. The JFK initials do
not connotate what is ordinarily under-
stood to be, of course, John F. Kennedy.
They mean: Jomo “Freedom” Kenyatta.
In other words, the followers of the Mau
Mau operations of Kenya of which Jomo
Kenyatta was the chief.

I made inquiry in Washington, as to
whether there was a meeting on the
night of Wednesday, the 20th, at the
JFK Club, and the answer was that there
was no meeting on the 20th, but there
was one on the 19th.

What happened on the 19th?

On the 19th, a group was assembled at
the Mau Mau Club, discussing plans as
to sniping at firemen and policemen. It
was during this discussion that the
Cleveland police burst into the meeting
and broke it up and therefore no con-
clusions were reached.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Ohio yield?

Mr. LAUSCHE. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. COOPER. Unfortunately, I did
not hear the first part of the Senator’s
remarks, but I understand that his state-
ment was made based upon the findings
of the grand jury in Cleveland?

Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes, the Senator is
correct.

Mr. COOPER. They are based upon
the findings of the grand jury.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes.

Mr. MAGNUSON. And after a pretty
thorough investigation, I understand?

Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes. I will read the
first finding.

This jury finds that the outbreak of law-
lessness and disorder was both organized,
precipitated, and exploited by a relatively
small group of trained and disciplined pro-
fessionals in this business,

Now, Mr. President, in conclusion, 96
buildings were burned down. One of the
leading participants, in answer to the
findings of the grand jury, made this
shocking and I would say ridiculous and
yet unpardonable statement, that the 96
buildings were burned down by white
owners who wanted to collect insurance.

Think of the travesty, the insult to the
intelligence, in making that kind of
statement.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPRO-
PRIATIONS, 1967

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 14921) making appro-
priations for sundry independent execu-
tive bureaus, boards, commissions, cor-
porations, agencies, offices, and the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1967, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the unanimous-consent agreement en-
tered into, one-half hour of debate will
be allowed on each amendment, with the
exception of the amendment offered by
the senior Senator from Colorado [Mr.
Avrvortl, on which 1 hour will be allowed.
On the bill itself, the proponents have 4
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minutes remaining, and the opponents
47 minutes.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mryr. President, the
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE],
I understand, has an amendment pend-
ing, and I think he wants to bring it up
now. Therefore, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mry. President, will
the Senator from Washington withhold
that?

Mr. MAGNUSON.
quest.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on the pend-
ing amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Washington [Mr. MAG-
nuson] ask unanimous consent that the
time for the call of the quorum not be
taken from the allotted time?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Oh, yes; that the
time not be taken from either side.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will eall the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
understand that my amendment, No. 734,
is the pending business. Isthat correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield myself 6
minutes on the amendment.

Our economy is threatened with infla-
tion. The capital goods market is very
tight. Reducing public buildings proj-
ects would accomplish much and cost
much less. My amendment (No. 734) to
the independent offices appropriations
bill would reduce the amount to be spent
on General Services Administration econ-
struction, sites, and expenses of public
building projects by $31 million to about
$117 million for 18967.

I would simply deny funds for this
vear for any new Federal buildings in
the District of Columbia. Mr. President,
I stress that this would be simply a post-
ponement to prevent the inflationary im-
pact in this year when the economy is
tight and $31 million added spending
for Government buildings in the Distriet
of Columbia would make it tighter.

This spending is direct competition
with home building. It will constitute
one of the reasons why the experts ex-
pect home building to be depressed next
vear.

Under the 1967 budget, we would pro-
vide $30 million for new buildings in the
District of Columbia. Many of these
projects are extravagant. The new Tax
Court, for example, wili cost $6.6 mil-
lion, or $32 per square foot, over 50 per-
cent greater than the average for a
Federal building.

I know the proponents of the bill will
argue that the Tax Court building, for
example, is necessary; that the people
who work in this court have waited a
long time for that building. That is
true, but there is no question that they

I withhold my re-
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can work in their present quarters with
virtually equal efficiency. There is no
question that the postponement of this
construction will help relieve the infla-
tionary pressures.

‘We are asking to start a new building
for the Federal Bureau of Investigation
at a cost of over $11 million. But even
by the completion date of this facility,
the FBI cannot use more than 84 percent
of the office space.

The proposed Labor Department strue-
ture will ultimately cost $40,617,000.
The bill before us proposed to provide
a down payment of $12,433,000 for the
substructure of the building.

I know that the proponents of the
building contend that they must have
this building now because the Inner Loop
Freeway which is in process of construc-
tion would interfere or block the build-
ing construction after its undertaking.
The answer to this point, Mr. President,
is, Why not postpone the freeway con-
struction? That too will help ease in-
flationary pressure.

This is not the year for the Federal
Government to pump construction funds
into our economy.

Finally, the Senate Appropriations
Committee has provided $1,092,000 for
the planning of a GSA building in the
District of Columbia. It is estimated
that this giant will cost over $19 million
to build. This is hardly the time to
embark on such a venture.

The House wisely voted to reduce the
public building projects to $120 million,
largely by eliminating buildings planned
for the District of Columbia,

In other words, my amendment would
go back to what the House did.

I feel strongly that we should follow
their example. We are truly giving a
nonessential program a priority it poorly
deserves.

Mr. President, Senators and econ-
omists may differ on the necessity for a
tax increase now. We may disagree on
the dangers of inflation or whether the
economy is going to overheat in the
next 6 months, as the Federal Reserve
Bank of New York predicted on Monday
of this week. But, Mr. President, I think
most of us agree that this is the year
when we should, if we can do so, postpone
all but the most essential Government
expenditures, and especially spending for
construction. The President of the
United States has repeatedly pleaded
with American industry to do this.

The President and his economists have
pointed to the boom in business invest-
ment in plant and equipment as the most
inflationary element in the economy—
as the economists have long categorized
it—the accelerator.

Now, Mr. President, if private industry
should postpone building when possible,
why should not the Federal Government?
What kind of example are we setting for
the economy? Will we think one way
and act another?

Well, Mr. President, this amendment
offers an opportunity to ease up on the
accelerator that is speeding us toward
infiation.

Let me quote from the report of the
the Federal Reserve Bank of New York
of last Monday. The report said that
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business activity may ‘“‘quicken in the
second half of the year, intensifying the
strains on the economy's productive
resources.”

And why is the economy likely to in-
tensify this pressure? The report as-
serts, and I quote, “spending at all levels
of government appears headed up
strongly over the balance of the year.”

Mr. President, this means, of course,
that to the extent that the economy re-
flects the Federal Reserve view, the
Board stands ready to continue to keep
money tight and interest rates high.

And that means the kind of appro-
priation now before us which my
amendment would cut about 20 percent,
is exactly the kind of appropriation which
will mean higher interest rates as well
as higher prices, unless we reduce it.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
REecorp the article published in the
Washington Evening Star about the pre-
diction of the New York Federal Reserve
Bank with respect to Government spend-
ing for the rest of the year.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

RESERVE BANK’S PREDICTION : MORE EXPANSION
INFLATION

NEw York.—The Federal Reserve Bank of
New York predicts that business expansion
will increase in the next five months and in-
flatlonary pressures will grow.

The bank, the largest and most influential
of the 12 regional reserve banks, sald in its
monthly review yesterday that business ac-
tivity may “quicken in the second half of the
year, intensifying the strains on the econ-
omy’'s productive resources.”

Strong pressures for higher prices should

persist and possibly become stronger, the
bank said.

Federal pay raises and the start of medicare
should strengthen consumer spending, the
report said, and capital investment by busi-
ness should speed up if major labor strikes
do not occur.

The banks said spending at all levels of
government—Ilocal state and federal—“ap-
pears headed up strongly over the balance of
the year.”

The report of the bank is seen as an indica-
tion that the Federal Reserve will continue
and possible strengthen its present policy of
restraint on credit.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I re-
serve the remainder of my time.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
should like to suggest that I do not think
this matter fits the generalities of the
state of the economy as suggested by the
Senator from Wisconsin. It is necessary
to deal with specifics, and then to try to
consider those specifics in relationship to
what may be the general condition of the
economy. It is not merely a question of
needs; it is necessary to proceed to ful-
fill the needs in accordance with the gen-
eral, overall picture.

The Senate committee, as has the
House committee, responded to the gen-
eral proposition that we should not pro-
ceed with as much public building as we
normally do. The authorizations and
fundings for public buildings over the
years, as a rule of thumb, has always
been between $170 million and $180 mil-
lion, in some cases perhaps higher, but
never more than $200 million for the
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whole country. For a country like ours,
which is growing both in population and
in the expansion of the economy, this is
a modest amount. Percentagewise, it is
probably less than is spent in any other
country. Many other countries spend
much more for public buildings in their
x(;a.tlonal budget than the United States
oes.

We know that every year it is neces-
sary to proceed to construct some publie
buildings, Many of our present build-
ings are inadequate. If Government
agencies are required to function in in-
adequate quarters, that, in turn, does not
help to serve the public needs. Also, some
public buildings are so old that it is good
economy to build new ones.

Another factor involved is that in rent-
ing buildings, the rental of space may be
more expensive; or what rental space is
available is too high priced when com-
pared with the amortization of the cost
of a public building.

So these are the criteria that are used
in determining whether to construct pub-
lic buildings. Many of them, particularly
larger structures, can be amortized in the
short period of 10 years at less than the
cost of paying rent.

So that is the criterion. This year,
the budget did reduce the funds for pub-
lic buildings. Those outside the District,
throughout the country, which are listed
in the report, are only a few, where
conditions seem to dictate that buildings
should be built for reasons of high rental,
deterioration, or the expanding needs of
a rapidly growing population. So those
buildings outside the Distriet are build-
ings with definite priorities. They are
few in number. They stand in line.

The Senator from Colorado and I
never find out where these buildings are
to be built until they come up and tell
us; and they usually justify their re-
quests with specific reasons to the House
committee and to our committee.

Therefore, I say we have responded to
the general proposition—with which no
one could disagree—of the Senator from
Wisconsin, This year, the total public
buildings budget was $170 million, which
follows pretty much the rule of thumb
that seems to be necessary to stay alive
these days, and used good commonsense
on the question of public buildings
throughout the country.

The House did cut out the buildings in
the District of Columbia. One of those
was the FBI building, which we author-
ized and for which sites and planning
were started, 3 years ago. The land has
been purchased, and they are ready to go.
As Senators know, it will be located across
from the Department of Justice on Penn-
sylvania Avenue, and is part of the
planned rehabilitation of the other side
of Pennsylvania Avenue.

But we thought perhaps it would be
best not to go ahead with the whole
building right now. It will be a building
of considerable size, involving consider-
able cost; and we felt that perhaps funds
for its construction should be delayed,
even though the FBI is now scattered all
over town. I do not know the exact
number of locations; I believe the Sen-
ator from Colorado and I heard testi-
mony that there are eight or nine places.
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There 'is not much coordination. The
work they do is so highly specialized that
coordination is needed.

‘We did feel that since the land is ready,
we might be justified in going ahead with
the substructure—that is, the excava-
tion. So we have put back in the bill the
amount of money for the substructure for
the FBI building, which is $11,320,000.
We feel the ultimate completion of the

building will not be delayed, because they

will not be ready with the contracts, the
design, and those matters, until probably
next spring, anyway. We felt it was not
necessary, as the budget suggested, to
fund the entire amount. So the figure
for that building was reduced some $30
million from what the budget had ap-
proved.

Then, as the Senator from Wisconsin
suggests, we felt some urgency to take a
good, long, hard look at the suggested
new Labor building. The reason that we
recommend funds for the substructure
of that building, amounting to $12,433,-
000, is because an inner beltway is
planned for the District, to come down
from the plaza and underneath the Esso
filling station—which is a familiar land-
mark to most of us down Constitution
Avenue—and we thought we could save
some money by having the substructure
and excavation contractor working at the
same time that the road contractors are
building that tunnel. Because if they
built the tunnel and completed the inner
beltway, and then we decided to put up
the Labor building, we would have to tear
it all up, which might entail considerably
greater cost. We do not have any defi-
nite figure, but we know it would cost
more. So we put funds for that substruc-
ture into the bill, without funding any
money for the building itself.

It has been my feeling, at least, that
the Tax Court should have some kind of
priority. I had hoped that the Senator
from Wisconsin might split his amend-
ment, so that the funds for these three
separate buildings might be dealt with
one af a time. The Tax Court has long
needed a building.  They have been
moved around. Since the LaFayette
Square plan was originated, they have
been in three or four different places.
Their work has increased—it naturally
increases as we get more taxpayers in
our population; more people, we hope, go
to the Tax Court seeking justice on their
tax bills; and I am hopeful that during
the next session we will establish a small
Tax Court for the little fellow whose
claim is under $2,500, where he can have
his case heard. We have a bill for that
purpose; 55 Senators have cosponsored
it, and I hope we can obtain more sup-
port next session.

But the Tax Court has been moved
around considerably for 4 or 5 years, and
I do not believe they can do their job
as well as if they had their own building.
It happens that the Securities and Ex-
change Commission, which used to be
housed down below here in the tem-
porary buildings, has moved. That plot
is now available for the Tax Court, and
that is where they expect to build their
building.
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This is what I mean by having to fit in
each specific item, considering what the
need is and what it is worth. Overall, I
believe we have clearly done what the
Senator from Wisconsin suggests. We
have cut down the public buildings ap-
propriation. I think we have done our
share. The House wanted to go further;
but I have been chairman of this com-
mittee long enough to believe that the
House probably expected that we would
put back in the bill some public buildings
in the District, and we would have to go
to conference with it; and that, too, is
one of the reasons why we put these
items back in.

It is a question of looking at each
project to see whether it is likely to cost
us more in the long run, when we know
the projects are needed.

I know there is a great deal of building
going on in the District. When I come
down to work, sometimes I wonder if
there is not too much. I think every
Senator who drives to work or comes
down to the Capitol, if he lives out some
distance, has probably had that definite
impression.

But the truth is that the Tax Court is
needed. The truth is, I think, that we
will save money on the substructure on
the Labor building, The FBI building
has been a long-established project, and
that agency is scattered. We feel it is
possible that by getting them a building
and getting them together, we might
save more in the long run.

The FBI is an important part of our
Government. With therising crime
rate, they have more responsibility than
they have had in the past. We want to
give them working conditions by which
they can carry out that responsibility at
this time when it is so badly needed in
the country.

That is the reason we have put these
items back in the bill. We did not discuss
very much, if at all, the GSA planning
sites and planning. The GSA them-
selves, I will say to the Senator from
Wisconsin, did not press that matter too
much, as I recall. However, they were
concerned as to the cost of the substruc-
ture of the Labor Department building.
They were concerned about the top pri-
ority need of the Tax Court and the needs
of the FBI.

We do nof save anything in the long
run by not going ahead with that sub-
structure, That is the reason these
items are in the bill, :

Again responding to what we thought
was our responsibility in these economic
times, we cut down wherever we could.
There is $32 million provided under the
budget for the District of Columbia build-
ings, but $101 million is provided for the
whole country.

That is about one-tenth of 1 percent
of the budget for public buildings. I do
not think there is a country in the world,
Nigeria, Iceland, Great Britain, Japan, or
any other country, that spends such a
small percentage of their budget for pub-
lic buildings.

That is why we think we are clearly
carrying out our responsibility in these
economic times by cutting this amount
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down as much as possible. Bui we did
have to consider the specific needs.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Delaware.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYRD
of West Virginia in the chair). The
Senator from Delaware is recognized for
3 minutes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I support the amendment of
the Senator from Wisconsin and join
him as a cosponsor of it.

The argument that postponement
would be expensive from the standpoint
of the Labor Department building, be-
cause of the substructure, does not hold
up. The GSA on many occasicns has
put out a different contract for the sub-
structure than for the major contract.
That procedure can be followed again.

The President has called on American
industry to postpone construction on all
projects which are not absolutely essen-
tial until such time as the Vietnam war
requirements have been met or we can
reduce the demand for goods and thereby
check this inflationary spiral.

I think it is time that the Government
starts to live up to its own recommenda-
tions to American busines.

There is no doubt in my mind that
the argument of the Senator from Wash-
ington is good. The Senator argues that
if we postpone these matters, as the re-
sult of the increasing inflation that will
follow, it may cost more to build the proj-
ects later.

That is the argument being used by
everybody in America—that, with the
continuation of the inflation that is con-
fronting us, if we do not build today the
warehouse, plant, or home we want, it
will cost more money to build later.

The cause of this inflation is the deficit
spending of the administration itself.
We are forcing inflation, but yet the ad-
ministration is asking American busi-
nessmen to cut back and not hesitate to
pay more later in order to reduce the
strain on the economy now. Are we not
willing to practice that policy in Con-
gress? :

I think the Senate should agree to the
amendment.

I will have an amendment which I
shall offer later to postpone the con-
struction of all projects providing for
public buildings under this bill in all of
the States, including Delaware, until
such time as we have won the war or
have more money. This amendment
would stop all projects unless the Presi-
dent certifies that the particular build-
ing is essential to the national interest.

We cannot say that no building can
be constructed under any circumstances,
for a building may be needed in our na-
tional defense program. However, that
is not true with the post offices and other
publie buildings, many of which we have
walited for years to build.

The Tax Court building in Washing-
ton does not have to be built today. We
have done without the building for years.
We can postpone its construction for a
few more years until the war is over and
the strain is removed from the economy.
The only way to check inflation is to
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stop pumping money into the economy,
and the only way to do that is to stop
approving all these projects dreamed of
in the various States.

Certainly if we are going to ask the
American businessmen to cut back the
Government ought to practice what we
preach.

I hope the Senate will agree to the
amendment.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
vield myself one-half minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Washington is recognized
for one-half minute.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
do not want to suggest that the Senator
from Colorado and I were thinking so
much about the possibility of more cost
being involved with respect to the Labor
Department building substructure be-
cause of rising prices. However, we
were definitely concerned that, if they
went ahead with the inner beltway, we
might have to tear the building down.
ﬁ'rhat was the predominant considera-

0n.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I ap-
preciate that. I can understand how
that might be possible.

But the GSA has, on occasion, con-
tracted for the substructure separately
from the main structure.

I thought that was a poor way to con-
struct a building. Nonetheless, for no
valid reason that has been advanced the
GSA approved two separate contra.cts
for the Philadelphia Mint.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The t.ime
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Wis-
consin yield me 2 additional minutes?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
yield 2 additional minutes to the Senator
from Delaware.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Delaware is recognized for
2 additional minutes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, on the construction of the
mint in Philadelphia, a year ago, the
GSA, instead of putting that contract
out for the complete building, divided it
into two contracts, one for the substruc-
ture involving approximately $2,750,000;
and a year after the completion of that
work they advertised for pbids on the rest
of the structure. The remainder of the
structure involved a cost of approxi-
mately $12 million.

It would not be at all impossible to
carry out the objective which has been
raised here. If it is essential that the
substructure be put in we could still let
the building be finished a year or two
later.

The GSA has already set the pattern
at a time when it was not necessary to
do so. Today we can follow the same
procedure.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
want to say——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’'s time has expired.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the Senator have 5 additional minutes.
I think I used his time,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
will take 1 minute.

I reiterate that no member of the com-
mittee disagrees with the basic proposi-
tion of cutting down in these times.
However, we must look at the needs and
decide whether it is penny wise or pound
foolish.

We do not accomplish anything by

wasting money. I think that the Sena~

tor from Colorado and the other mem-
bers of the committee have been careful
concerning the items in the bill.

I still do not think that one-tenth of
1.3 percent of the Federal budgef for
Federal buildings would be adding too
much to the proposition that has been
mentioned by the Senator from Wiscon-
sin. It is probably the lowest percentage
of any time in our history. I have made
a research on this matter and it is the
lowest percentage spent by any country
in the world for public buildings.

That is the reason we think we have
carried out our responsibility to keep the
amount as low as possible, but we had to
consider some of the needs and deter-
mine whether we were being penny wise
and pound foolish in doing certain
things.

Had this not been true, other buildings
would have been included in here at a
cost of probably $170 million to $180
million, which would be only two-tenths
of 1 percent of our budget.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
yvield myself 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wisconsin is recognized
for 2 minutes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, first
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ator from Delaware [Mr. WiLLiams], the
ranking Republican on the Committee
on Finance, be added as a cosponsor of
my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
should like to explain why the District
of Columbia is picked on in this case.

First, the economy is much tighter in
the District than elsewhere in the coun-
try. Unemployment in the Distriet in
the recent months was 2.4 percent, com-
pared with 4 percent nationally. So that
here there is a particularly and peculiarly
inflationary situation.

Second, this is what the House did;
and we all know, from a practical stand-
point, that it is much easier and more
practical to accept what the House has
carefully considered and acted on than
to disagree with the House.

In the third place, it would set an ex-
ample for the Nation that we are willing
to take the action to postpone spending
here in the District. It would set a
wholesome example for the entire coun-

This would not affect any educational
or human need in the District. No one
has contended, and no one can contend
that postponing the Tax Court and the
FBI buildings and these other two proj-
ects will have any effect on taking care
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of the children and the others in the
District of Columbia.

Finally, I should like to also add that
there has been much talk about economy
in Government; but when it comes to
acting on it, people can always find spe-
cific reasons for evading it. I am not
saying that they should vote for all econ-
omy amendments. I would not do so,
myself. But it seems to me that those
who believe in economy have an oppor-
tunity here to follow a policy which our
economists recommend, whether liberal
or conservative, and to postpone this
construction in a year when we have an
inflationary building boom.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I yield
'ﬁse‘f such time as I may use on the

I should like to say a word or two about
the amendment of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Wisconsin, He is so zealous in
his efforts to keep the budget down, that
I cannot help but admire him, because
he talks my language when he does so
But I believe something ought to be said
about this amendment.

The President and the Bureau of the
Budget authorized $170 million on this
particular item. The House came up
with a figure of $101,565,000; and with
the additions that we have put in here,
we are still some $37 million under the
budget figure. This, in itself, I will ad-
mit, is not a justification for starting
these buildings.

However, two or three situations are
particularly involved here which deserve
particular consideration. One is the Se-
cret Service Training Center, which is
absolutely necessary if this group——

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ALLOTT. That would not be af-
fected by the amendment of the Senator
from Wisconsin. I understand that.

The second situation involves the La-
bor building. If I may have the atten-
tion of the distinguished Senator from
Delaware [Mr. WiLLiams]l, I believe that
the Labor building situation is not un-
derstood. The Inner Loop Freeway is
planned to come across from the south
to the north under the Mall. It is a
fact that it is going to be there. And it
is absolutely foolish to let them construct
this loop under the Mall and under the
site where the Labor building is to be
built and not at the same time put in
the substructure for the Labor building.
No one can convince me that it will save
money—in fact, we would spend millions
of dollars extra—if we would put the
highway under the building site now, and
then later have to install the substruc-
ture for the Labor building and put it on
top of that. The only logical way to do
that is to put the two in together, That
is the reason why the
chairman and I recommended to the
committee that we do this.

Another situation which has been
pressing for a long time is that involving
the Tax Court. At first, until I inquired
into the matter, I was about half in op-
position to it. We cannot ask people who
have claims in the Tax Court to go up in-
to the Internal Revenue building and
convince them that when they walk into
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the Tax Court across the hall, they will
get a fair shake. They think that the Tax
Court and the Internal Revenue Service
are hand in hand. This is the simple
faet of the situation. And we cannot
tolerate this, because if people do not
have confidence in the justice and equity
of our tax courts, then we might as well
do away with those courts. Today,
many people believe, when they go into
an IRS building, with IRS offices across
the hall, that the IRS and the Tax Court
are one and the same. Actually, of
course, the court is where people appeal
the decisions of the Internal Revenue
Service.

The distinguished chairman of the
committee, Senator HavpeN, has desired
the Federal Bureau of Investigation
building for a long time. I might say
this: We wish to cut expenses. But in
considering these buildings, we also had
to consider the factors that my good
friend, the chairman of the committee,
has suggested. However, I believe that
the Members of the Senate should con-
sider these additional factors. We will
have these items in conference with the
House. No one can foretell what the
attitude of the House will be, but we did
not put these items in just for fun. We
put them in because we thought that
they were a necessity, particularly inas-
much as they were so much under the
budget.

The PRESIDING @ OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Wisconsin.

On this guestion, the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. SMATHERS (after having voted
in the affirmative). I have a pair with
the senior Senator from Arizona [Mr.
HaypEn]l. Were he present and voting,
he would vote “nay”; if I were permitted
to vote, I would vote “yea.” Therefore,
I withdraw my vote.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
BarTLETT], the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr, Gorel, and the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Typiwes] are absent on
official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Doopl, the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. HaypEwn], and the
Senator from Alabama [Mr. Hirl are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
BarTLETT], the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Gorel, the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. HirL], and the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. Typincs] would each vote
“nay."

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Bennerr] is
absent because of illness.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. MIiLLER]
is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Amgen], the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. Corron], the Senator from
Towa [Mr, HicKENLOOPER], the Senator
from EKentucky [Mr. MorTON]1, and the
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Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HrRUsgAl
are detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. A1kex], the Senator
from Utah [Mr. BenwerTl, the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. CorTon]1, the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MorToN],
and the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN-
LooPER] would each vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. MiLrer] is paired with the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. Hruskal. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Iowa
would vote “yea” and the Senator from
Nebraska would vote “nay.”

Several Senators inquired of the Chair
how they had been recorded on the vote.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask
for the regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
regular order is called for.

The result was announced—yeas 42,
nays 43, as follows:

[No. 192 Leg.]
YEAS—42
Byrd, Va. Harris Proxmire
Cannon Javits Randolph
Carlson Jordan, N.C. Robertson
Case Jordan, Idaho Russell, Ga
Church Eennedy, Mass. Saltonstall
Clark Kennedy, N.Y. Scott
Dirksen Lausche Simpson
Dominick Metcalf Symington
Douglas Mondale Talmadge
Ervin Murphy Thurmond
Fannin Nelson Tower
Fulbright Neuberger Williams, Del.
riffin Pearscn Young, N. Dak.
Gruening Prouty Young, Ohio
NAYS—43
Allott Holland Morse
Anderson Inouye Moss
Bass Jackson Mundt
Bayh Euchel Muskie
Bible Long, Mo Pastore
Boggs Long, La Pell
Brewster Magnuson Ribicoft
Burdick Mansfield Russeli, 8.C.
Byrd, W. Va MeCarthy Smith
Cooper MeClellan Sparkman
Curtls McGee Stennis
Eastland MecGovern Williams, N.J.
Fong MecIntyre Yarborough
Monroney
Hartke Montoya
NOT VOTING—15
Alken Elender Hruska
Bartlett Gore Miller
Bennett Hayden Morton
Cotton Hickenlooper Smathers
Dodd Hill Tydings
So Mr. PROXMIRE'S amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
move that the vote by which the amend-
ment was rejected be reconsidered.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I move
that the motion to reconsider be laid on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare be per-
mitted to meet during the session of the
Senate today.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, T have
been asked to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.
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INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPRO-
PRIATIONS, 1967

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 14921) making appro-
priations for sundry independent execu-
tive bureaus, boards, commissions, corpo-
rations, agencies, offices, and the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1967,
and for other purposes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I send to the desk an amend-
ment and ask that it be stated. I will
ask for the yeas and nays on my amend-
ment after the amendment has been read,

The legislative clerk read the amend-
ment as follows:

On page 43, line 13, before the period insert
a colon and the following: “Provided further,
That no part of the appropriation provided
pursuant to this Act to the General Services
Administration under the heading “Construc-
tion, Public Buildings Projects” shall be
avallable for any building project until the
President certifies to the Congress that the
construction of such project is essential in
the public interest.”

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I ask for the yeas and nays
on my amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I yield myself 5 minutes and
will be brief.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Delaware is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I think we can vote on the
amendment in a few minutes——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will suspend until the Senate is
in order. The Senate will please be in
order. The Senator from Delaware may
proceed.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. We
have just voted on the question of the
elimination of three projects in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. However, in this bill,
there are many projects for public build-
ings throughout the country in the var-
ious States, including one in Delaware,
which I know my State would like to
have, but in times such as these, with a
war going on in Vietnam, with a short-
age of materials, all of these projects
which are not absolutely essential to the
national interest should be postponed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will suspend. The Senate will
please be in order. Senators will please
refrain from talking. The Senator from
Delaware may proceed.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, the adoption of the amend-
ment would not strike out any projects
in the bill. It would merely have the
effect of holding each one in abeyance
until the war is over. None could be
started, no work could proceed, nor any
money spent unless or until the Presi-
dent had certified to Congress that con-
struction of the particular project was
essential to the defense of our country.

There is really only one way for the
Senate to practice economy and that is to
stop the construction of all public build-
ings which are not immediately essential
until such time as we have the money
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or the economy of the country is in a
better position.

An excellent argument was made that
we need this Tax Court in the District
of Columbia. I would agree with that
argument, but I point out that the Tax
Court has been in existence for 53 years,
and we have done without the building so
far, so we do not have to have it right
now with a war going on. That is an
example of a building construction which
can be postponed, and so can many of
these other buildings, regardless of how
meritorious their construetion under
normal circumstances would be.

However, these are not normal times.
There is a war on. There is a serious
threat of inflation in this country. There
is only one way for Congress to practice
economy and that is to hold up the build-
ing of projects in every State in the
Union, including the District of Colum-
bia, hold them all in abeyance unless a
particular project is found to be abso-
lutely essential in the national interest.

Mr. President, I am ready to vote.

Mr. COTTON. Mr, President, I would
like to have the Recorn show that I was
in my office. My bells did not ring. I
was listening for them. I did not know
about the rollcall until I was telephoned.
I came over as soon i possible.

I would like the Recorp to show that
had I been permitted to vote, I would
have voted “aye.”

I would also like the Recorp to show
that the regular order was called and the
usual courtesy was not extended to Mem-
bers on their way to the Senate.

My office had just informed me that
the bells in my office are at this moment
being repaired.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Iapprove of the gen-
eral purpose of the Senator’'s amend-
ment, but is it not true that the President
already has this power?

Mr. WILLTAMS of Delaware. Yes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Namely, that the ap-
propriation need not be carried out if the
President suspends it?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
true, but under my amendment Congress
on an affirmative basis would stop these
projects. It would be mandatory upon
the President that he carry out this pro-
cedure. Why should we pass the buck
to the President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will please be in order. The
Senator will suspend. The Senate will
please be in order so that the colloguy
can be heard between the Senator from
Delaware and the Senator from Illinois.
The Senator from Illinois may proceed.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Let me say to the
Presiding Officer that I appreciate his
efforts to get the Senate to come to order.
I was afraid that I was going to be dis-
turbing the Senate by addressing a ques-
tion to the Senator from Delaware.

Let me ask the Senator, does not the
President already have the power to
suspend expenditures even though there
has been an authorization and an appro-
priation made by Congress?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
Senator is correct.

The
However, I wish he
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would exercise that power at this time,
as President Truman did during the
Korean war. President Truman issued
a similar order during the Korean war.
My amendment would make it manda-
tory that these projects be stopped un-
less there were affirmative action by the
President certifying to Congress that a
project was essential to the national
interest.

I think the President should have been
more diligent in exercising the authority
to curtail expenditures that he has now.
But I do not think it is quite fair for Con-
gress to approve a series of projects for
public buildings in our respective States
and then pass the buck to the President
and say, “Now, you stop them.”

I am willing to vote to stop all this
public building construction until the
Vietnam war is over, including those
projects in my State.

Let us stop them in Congress ourselves.
‘We have the authority and the responsi-
bility. This is a bill which provides for
the construction of many new public
buildings throughout the country, in-
cluding one in Delaware as well as in
many other States. This would merely
hold them all in abeyance until such
time as we were ready to act. Why not?

Mr. DOUGLAS. Ihave a great deal of
sympathy with what the Senator is try-
ing to do—

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, no
one can hear what the Senator from
Illinois is saying.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Delaware yield to
me on a matter of personal privilege,
without losing his right to the floor?

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield
to the Senator from Iowa.
Mr. HICKENLOOPER, Mr. President,

I thank the Senator for yielding to me.
I want to say that I am in the same sit-
uation as the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. Corron]. The bells did not
ring in my office, either, nor did they ring
in his. We were called that a vote was
going on. I know that I left my office
at the same time the Senator from New
Hampshire did. We both left imme-
diately and came over here, but I ran into
the precipitate and rather unusual call
for the regular order.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
President, I have the floor, I yield.

Mr, MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the
regular order is often called for. I have
no objection to any Senator calling for
the regular order at any time. I think
we abuse the privilege. As a matter of
fact, there is no rule for our waiting and
waiting and waiting. Some of us will
miss some votes. The law of averages
will catch up. This was only one vote.
I had a right to call for the regular order.
If the Senator from Iowa wants to call
for the regular order and the Senator
from Washington misses a vote, I have
no objection.

Mr, HICKENLOOPER. I merely want
to say that had I been here I would have
voted “yea.”

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Delaware yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr,
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Mr, COTTON. I agree with the Sen-
ator from Washington that one has a
right to call for the regular order, but
this was the first vote today. When
Senators are waiting for the bells to com-
plete work in their office this considera-
tion has always been extended.

I assure the Senator from Washington
that his invitation for the rest of us to
call for the regular order will be accepted.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield
to the Senator from Illinois.

I_vlr. DOUGLAS. May I address an in-
quiry to the Senator from Delaware? I
have great sympathy for what the Sen-
ator is trying to do, but the amendment
would make it more difficult for the Pres-
ident. What the Senator is doing is pro-
viding that the President must authorize
each project rather than have the power
to proceed with the projects. While I
shall vote for the proposal of the Senator
from Delaware, if it is put to a vote, I
merely wish to point out that it might
have the effect of being point scoring
and put the President under embarrass-
ment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, that is not the intention of
my amendment. The intention of my
amendment is to puf into effect during
the Vietnam war the doctrine which
President Truman put into effect during
the Korean war when he said he was
suspending all projects nationwide and
that they would not be resumed until
the war was over or they were certified
astbeing essential in the national inter-
est.

All I am saying is that we in Congress
should go on record supporting this pol-
icy. This amendment does not at all put
the President on the spot. Personally,
I would be willing to act on these items
one at a time, but that would delay con-
sideration of the bill; besides, some may
be essential. For example, there could
be a project involving some military
project. We could not just say that all
of them must be postponed. This
amendment would have the President
proceed when the President thought it
was essential to the national interest.

Under this amendment the President
could approve the substructure of the
Labor Department building in question
i:lf he felt it was in the public interest to

0 S0.

I am not offering this amendment as
any attempt to put the President under
any political embarrassment—quite the
opposite. He already has the same au-
thority. This is the same proposal Pres-
ident Truman announced during the
Korean war. It is a policy the Presi-
dent should have announced long ago.
I am suggesting that Congress go on
record since the President appears reluc-
tant to act.

Mr. DOUGLAS. This amendment is
limited to the construction provided for
in this bill? Is that correct?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Presi-
dent Truman covered all public works
projects, dredging projects, and all
others, g

Mr. DOUGLAS. Across the board.
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Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes,
but this amendment is limited to public
buildings referred to in this bill. I would
prefer to go all the way, but under this
proposal we are limiting it to the new
buildings covered by the bill.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The amendment of
the Senator from Delaware is limited to
buildings included in the independent
offices appropriation bill; is that correct?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes,

Mr. President, I have asked for the yeas
and nays.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I want to make a
point of order on the ground that it is
legislation on an appropriation bill, be-
cause it directs the President to take
affirmative action before the money can
be spent. It seems to me that this should
be in the form of legislation. I therefore
make a point of order.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I ask
the Senator to withhold his point of or-
der. I call attention to the fact that this
amendment is to a part of the bill which
likewise is legislation as reported out of
the Senator’s committee. I refer to page
43, lines 10 to 13. If the Senator will read
the language on page 43, which language
was included by this committee, that,
too, is legislation. So I am proposing to
amend a legislative proposal and, there-
fore, it is germane.

Mr. MAGNUSON. That does not
mean that either one is not legislation.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
true, but I assume the chairman would
not make a point of order against the
language reported by his committee.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Well, I will make
a point of order against the Senator’s
amendment. We fully understood that
there might be a point of order against
the proviso on page 43.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
Senator will find that the proviso on page
43 is legislation. Will he not agree that
it, too, is legislation?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I think this: We
often do that in the Appropriations Com-
mittee when we consider these bills. If
is necessary sometimes to include legis-
lation, but we expeet to get a two-thirds
vote approving the language. That par-
ticular provision is legislation, and I
think the amendment of the Senator
from Delaware is legislation.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I have
a strong suspicion that we would make
much better progress if the point of order
were not made against this amendment.
I think T am entitled to vote on this
amendment. This is the only way to
do it unless we take up each item in-
dividually, and then we will have about
40 rollcalls. I hope the Senator will not
insist on a point of order.

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is all right
with me; but if the Senator makes a mo-
tion to strike out this item, he is asking
that the President must do something be-
fore he can proceed with any building.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
exactly what was done in the Korean
war, |

Mr. MAGNUSON. Idonotwanttogo
to the White House and ask, “Will you
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please build a needed Federal buﬂding
in my State?” I underline “needed.”
think that would be putting the Presl-
dent in a position where he would be able
to do what the Senator from Illinois sug-
gested: “Oh, yes, surely. If you will do
this, maybe I will do that.”

We have tried to stop the so-called
logrolling and exchanges with respect to
public buildings. Proposals for public
buildings are considered by the commit-
tee under a strict rule of priority and a
formula. The committee never knows
where the buildings will be constructed
until the proposals are presented to us
and their need is justified. The com-
mittee receives requests for buildings to
be constructed all over the country.

I repeat what I said before: The cost
of these buildings is far below what we
have usually spent in carrying out what
the Senator from Delaware has discussed.
The bill provides $101 million for this
purpose, which is one-tenth of 1 percent
of the Federal budget. No other coun-
try in the world, at any time, has budg-
eted for public buildings in that ratio.

Mr. President, I renew my point of
order on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
RisicoFr in the chair). The point of
order is sustained. The amendment is
legislation on an appropriation bill.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I do not question the point of
order. I recognize that the amendment
is legislation. But I was proposing to
amend a legislative proposal.

Rule XVI, section 2, reads as follows:

2. The Committee on Appropriations shall
not report an appropriation bill containing
amendments proposing new or general legis-
lation or any restriction on the expenditure
of the funds appropriated which proposes a
limitation not authorized by law if such
restriction is to take effect or cease to be
effective upon the happening of a contin-
gency, and if an appropriation bill is reported
to the Senate containing amendments pro-
posing new or general legislation or any such
restriction, a point of order may be made
against the bill, and if the point is sustained,
the bill shall be recommitted to the Commit-
tee on Approprlatlons.

I make the point of order that the
language, for example, on page 43 of the
?ﬂl. line 10 through line 13, is legisla-
ion.

The bill contains various other pieces
of legislation. I understand that a point
of order may be made either against the
amendment itself or against the bill, and
I make the point of order against the
entire bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair inquires of the Senator from Dela-
ware, Is his point of order being made
against the specific amendment, or the
entire bill?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I make
the point of order against the entire bill.
This is legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
point of order being made that the com-
mittee amendment is legislation?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I make
the point of order that the appropriation
bill as reported by the committee does
contain legislation in violation of the
11'13120 wlléich I have cited, at page 43, lines
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
point of order is sustained. ‘The bill is
recommitted to the Appropriations Com-~
mittee.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
did not hear the ruling. The Senator
from Georgia was speaking to me.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may
we have order in the Senate? Will the
Chair command that the Senate be in
order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I regret this and would be
willing to proceed now, but I have no
choice since there are points of order
being made against my amendment,
upon which it was my understanding we
could get a vote. It now appears that
the only way I can get a vote on it would
be to have a motion to suspend the rules
filed and lie overnight.

Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, IfIcan
get an agreement that we can have a
vote on this amendment and no point of
order made, I am willing to proceed.
Otherwise, I shall have to insist on my
point of order.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Will the Senator
vield?

Mr. WILLTAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. If the Senator will
agree that his amendment is legisla-
tion——

‘Mr, WILLTAMS of Delaware. I agree.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Which the Chair
has ruled on both points of order, it will
require a two-thirds vote.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No, it
will not. Under the rules unless the
point of order were made it would only
require a majority. TUnless there is a
point of order made against either of
them only a majority vote is required.
That is the rule. I will withdraw my
point of order against the legislation
which the committee has put in the bill
if the point of order against my amend-
ment is withdrawn.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator can
make his point of order if he wishes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct.

Mr. MAGNUSON. And we would
have to appeal for a two-thirds vote.

Mr. of Delaware. No,
there is no appeal on this.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I would be glad
to have a vote on the Senator’s amend-
ment, if he agrees it is legislation, and
will further state that his amendment
is legislation.

Mr. S of Delaware. They
are both legislation.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Oh, both. The
Senator can make a point of order on
the other one if he wishes; the commift-
tee does not care at all whether it is in
or out. It amounts to a very minor
matter on urban housing. It is only
put in there to be helpful.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, the point of order stands.
I do not withdraw it.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I
hardly ever enter into debate on the
technicalities of the rules. But I have
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been sitting here for 2 days now, lis-
tening, and at times, participating in
the debate on this bill—as the managers
of the bill, the Senator from Colorado
and the Senator from Washington
know.

‘We have debated and voted on a num-
ber of very important subjects. There
were votes on amendments to reduce
appropriations for the Space Adminis-
tration. They were followed by quite
an extended debate upon whether Con-
gress should reduce appropriations for
the civilian supersonic aircraft. I voted
for these amendments.

This morning we had a lengthy debate
upon appropriations for construction of
buildings in the District of Columbia.

The amendment which has been of-
fered by the Senator from Delaware ex-
tends the substance and purpose of the
amendments upon the construction of
buildings in the Distriet of Columbia. I
sit beside my friend and colleague, the
Senator from Delaware, and have great
respect for him. But I believe that, since
we have debated for 2 days on this bill,
which affects nearly a score of important
independent offices and agencies of the
Government, we ought to continue and
finish the bill.

So, with all respect to my friend and
seatmate, Senator Wirriams, I hope he
will withdraw his peint of order, and
permit the Senate to go ahead. He
can propose another amendment to elim-
inate all of these projects, we can vote
and we will reach the same conclusion,
and we can proceed on the bill. I hope
very much that we can proceed.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Wash-
ington.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, in
view of the fact that it would not be
much trouble for the committee to have
a meeting immediately downstairs, and
come right back with the same bill unan-
imously—which they would do—it would
be all right with me to do that. But in
view of the fact that the Senator from
Delaware has told the Senate—and I
know he will verify my statement—that
this is legislation on an appropriation
bill, attached to a proviso in which the
committee is not really interested one
way or the other—it was really put in
there to aid the urban renewal program,
for better procedure, which we do occa-
sionally in Senate appropriation bills,
though I have never known of any legis-
lation of major importance being put
in an appropriation bill by a Senate com-
mittee, sometimes, to expedite things,
we feel we have to do this—and the
Senator wishes a vote, which he is en-
titled to, on his proposal—which would
make the President the czar of public
buildings in the country, not Congress;
I do not know how I would fare under
that rule, but I hope I will not have to
ask the President to build a needed public
building in my State—I ask unanimous
consent to withdraw my original point
of order, and I understand the Senator
from Delaware will do the same,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
unanimous-consent request must be

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

made that the ruling of the Chair be
rescinded.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I ask unanimous
consent that the ruling of the Chair on
the point of order of the Senator from
Delaware also be withdrawn.

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. I have
talked with the Senator from Washing-
ton, trying to get an agreement, and I
agree with what the Senator from Ken-
tucky has said. But as I understand it
the only way to arrive at a vote on my
amendment would be to obtain an
agreement with the Senator from Wash-
ington or to make the point of order,
which I did.

But I now understand that the Sen-
ator from Washington is willing to with-
draw his point of order, and therefore
I ask unanimous consent that the deci-
sion of the Chair on my point of order
be withdrawn. We can then proceed
to a vote.

I am, however, withdrawing my point
of order with the understanding that
no point of order will be renewed as to
my amendment. If that were done I
would have to renew my point of order.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—and I do not
object—it seems to me that in consider-
ing matters of as great importance to the
country as are the items contained in the
pending bill, the last 15 or 20 minutes has
been an exercise in futility of the most
outrageous sort.

I understand the aim of the distin-
guished Senator from Delaware, but I
would like to point out to him—and
reserve the right to object—that his en-
tire amendment is an exercise in futility
at any rate, because the President has a
right, and always has the right, to ex-
clude these items, and reserve any funds
he wishes.

The amendment of the Senator is
therefore an exercise of a supernumer-
ary disposition to the President. It is
unnecessary. It may give the Senator
some great personal satisfaction to do
this, but it has consumed the time of a
great many people and is unnecessary.

I will not object to the amendment, but
I ask for the yeas and nays on the
amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent
requests?

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, what is the
unanimous-consent request?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
Senator was withdrawing the point of
order he made against my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quests to rescind the two points of order
and the two rulings of the Chair? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered,
and the bill is once again before the
Senate.

Mr, RUSSELL of Georgia. Mr, Presi-
dent, a parliamentary inquiry

The PRESIDING

OFFICER. The

Senator will state it.
Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia, Mr. Presi-
dent, does the amendment of the Senator
from Delaware apply to all public build-
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ings ;:ontained in the bill or to certain
ones

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It ap-
plies to all public buildings provided for
under GSA appropriations. We can-
not make a simple amendment and de-
lete them by name sinece only a part are
named. Many of the buildings are not
named in the bill, and there may be
others in prior appropriations that as
yet have not been started.

The amendment is different than de-
seribed by the Senator from Colorado.
The President does have such authority
now, but he has not used it. We do not
delegate any authority to the President.

This amendment would stop the con-
struction of every one of the buildings
unless the President certifies that that
particular building should be constructed
in the interest of national defense.

‘We have a war going on. The amend-
ment would stop the construction of all
buildings which could be postponed until
a later date.

That is the purpose and intent of the
amendment.

I fully agree that the amendment is
legislation. I believe it to be in order
since I am amending a legislative pro-
posal. However, I recognize that a point
could be made against both of them. I
withdrew my point of order with the un-
derstanding that we could proceed to
vote on this question. If we adopt this
proposal, we will have stopped the con-
struction of all new public buildings in
every State of the Union unless that par-
ticular building is essential to the public
interest.

I think that with the war going on, we
ought to stop such construction.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr, ALLOTT. MTr. President, I vield 1
minute on the bill to the Senator from
Washington.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Washington is recognized
for 1 minute,

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, a
great deal of construction is provided in
this bill for the Veterans’ Administra-
tion, veterans’ hospitals, and remodel-
ing. Would that be included?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. This
refers only to those provided in the Gen-
eral Services appropriations.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute to ask the Senator a
question, if he will answer it.

The Senator has made the statement
that this covers 15 to 20 percent of the
General Services appropriations?

Mr. WILLTAMS of Delaware.
did not mean to say that.

Mr. ALLOTT. That was my under-
standing of the statement of the Senator.
All of the General Services construction
is shown on page 10. This is what the
vote will be on, and this is what the
motion of the Senator applies to.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. Pages 18
and 19 itemize some of the projects.
Over on page 11 and page 15 the Sena-
tor will find the figure of $133 million.
There is nothing here on page 10.

Mr, ALLOTT. I refer to page 10 of
the report.

No. I
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Mr. WILLTAMS of Delaware. I was
speaking of the bill. We do not amend
committee reports.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, may I
ask the Senator from Delaware exactly
what buildings his amendment refers to.

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. On
page 15 of the bill is a title referring to
public buildings. The amendment would
apply to all of the buildings under the
General Services Administration appro-
priations. The GSA appropriation
really starts on page 13 and goes to page
15, on construction of public building
projects of all types.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, would
it apply only to the buildings which are
listed on pages 16, 17, and 18?7

Mr. of Delaware. No. It
applies to some that are not named. The
reason that the amendment is drawn in
this way, rather than merely deleting
those that are named, is that if we were
to do that we would be leaving in some
that were approved earlier this year in
the supplemental appropriations.

The amendment applies to all public
buildings as well as those included in the
committee report and including one in
my own State. This would further post-
pone all of them until such time as the
war is over and we actually need the
buildings in the public interest.

Mr. COOPER. Would the buildings
not named be of the same type as the
buildings named on pages 18, 17, and 18?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
same type; yes.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I yield
1 minute to the senior Senator from
Massachusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Massachusetts is recog-
nized for 1 minute.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I have been a member of the Appropria-
tions Committee for a number of years. I
cannot vote for the amendment of the
Senator from Delaware.

If we vote for the amendment of the
Senator from Delaware, we are in sub-
stance giving the President a veto power
over the details of a bill, of items in a
bill, The Senate has always resisted
that on the ground that Congress has
certain rights, and when Congress ap-
propriates for a certain building or for a
certain item, it is a part of the overall
bill.

If we are going to allow the President
to pick out one building and say it is in
the publie interest, and another building
is not, then we will have an item vefo in
an appropriation bill. We have always
resisted this.

I hope that the amendment is rejected.

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr, President, I ask
the Senator from Massachusetts if it is
not true, as he has pointed out here, that
we would, in effect, be surrendering to
the Executive one of the very vital con-
stitutional functions of Congress, the
function of appropriating money?

Mr., SALTONSTALL. I agree. We
have resisted that time and time again,
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Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
President, I yield myself 2 minutes,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, there is a difference between
this amendment and the item veto. This
does not involve an item veto. Congress
wl'l;lsbe doing the vetoing of these proj-
ects.

If this amendment is agreed to the
Senate would automatically be placing
a veto of every project mentioned in the
bill, and the only way that a project
could be restored would be by the cer-
tification of the President that its con-
struction is essential in the public in-
terest in this war. Otherwise, we are
vetoing all of them ourselves. I repeat,
they would all be vetoed unless the Pres-
ident affirmatively certified that the con-
struction of any particular building is
essential to the national interest and
that construction should proceed, not-
withstanding the war.

This is the reverse of an item veto. We
are not saying that he can veto these
projects. He can do that now. We are
vetoing them here and now if we approve
this amendment. If we agree to this
amendment we are vetoing all the proj-
ects in our respective States. The only
way that any project could be reinstated,
if the amendment is agreed to, would be
for the President to certify that that par-
ticular project is essential to the national
interest and that it is essential to pro-
ceed, notwithstanding the fact that a
war is going on.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the
Senator cited the example of President
Truman in 1951 in suspending construc-
tion of certain buildings. There is also
a precedent in his action in 1946 when,
under inflation, President Truman simi-
larly suspended the construction of a
large number of projects. '

Mr. of ‘Delaware. The
Senator is correect.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not also true
that in the military appropriations act,
the Secretary of Defense a number of
times has refused to authorize the ex-
penditure of money for projects which
Congress requested?

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
true; and in this particular instance we
are taking the affirmative action our-
selves. If we do not adopt this amend-
ment, we will be authorizing $130 mil-
lion to econstruet public buildings
throughout the United States. Later we
will stand on the floor of the Senate
and say, “It is the President’s fault. He
should have stopped it.” This is our
responsibility. The question here is, Are
we willing to give up the projects in our
own States as well as those here in the
District? Let us make the decision here.

Do we want the Government to run
full speed ahead, constructing public
buildings in all the States? Or do we
want to recognize that a war is going on
and that we should stop the construction
of every public building in all 50 States

Mr.
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until the war is over unless a particular
building is absolutely essential to the na-
tional interest? In that event the Presi-
dent could so certify it.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield me 1 minute?

Mr. ALLOTT. I yleld 1 minute.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I say to the Sen-
ator from Illinois, most respectfully, that
there is a grrat difference between Con-
gress putting an appropriation in a bill
and the executive department, headed
by the President, not spending the
money. We cannot object to that. This
is completely different, because here we
are asking the President to take an af-
firmative act before he can spend the
money.

As a member of the Committee on Ap-
propriations and the Committee on
Armed Services, I know—and I know
that the Senator from Illinois knows—
that sometimes many items that we put
in are not built. Buft that is different
from saying that nothing shall happen
unless the President takes an affirma-
tive act, because there is an item veto.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON, I yield.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.

President, I have a great deal ol sym-
pathy for the objectives of the Senator
from Delaware.

We are in a very expensive war, facing
a huge supplemental appropriation for
Vietnam next spring. I believe that we
should go easy on all public construc-
tion. But I doubt whether eliminating
all these buildings would be in the in-
terest of economy. I am quite sure that
architectural and planning work have

been completed on a great many of these

public buildings, much of which would be
lost if construction is postponed for
several years.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
vield myself one-half minute.

I say to the Members of the Senate
that 30 buildings have been eliminated
from the original request. The criterion
is difficult—the need for public build-
ings. This is the rockbottom amount
that we have here; and this is still, I
repeat, one-tenth of 1 percent of the
Federal budget for the entire country.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time to the Senator from Virginia?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am sympathetic with what the
Senator from Delaware is seeking to ac-
complish. I am prepared to vote to
eliminate any unneeded buildings.

But it seems to me that the amend-
ment of the Senator from Delaware
would be putting into the hands of the
President of the United States an addi-
tional weapon that could be used to the
disadvantage of the Senators from the
States that would be affected by the
proposed legislation—the same argu-
ment which has been made by the senior
Senator from Washington and the senior
Senator from Massachusetts.
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The State of Virginia would not be
affected by the proposed legislation. The
only proposal concerning the State of
Virginia is an FBI Academy at Quan-
tico. So, as a practical matter, the State
of Virginia would not be affected by the
proposed legislation.

However, I am not willing to vote for
an amendment that would require, for
example, the Senator from Rhode Island,
the Senator from Tennessee, the Sen-
ator from Texas, the Senator from Mis-
souri, the Senator from New Hampshire,
and the Senators from the other States
which are affected by this bill, 23 States
in all, to go with hat in hand to the
President of the United States and say,
“Please give me this building which the
Congress has said is needed.” I do not
believe that is a desirable thing to do. I
do not believe such a proposal would
strengthen the hand of the Congress; in-
deed it would weaken it.

Many people believe that the President
of the United States has too much power
now, and it occurs to me that this legis-
lation would give him additional power;
and for that reason, I expect to oppose
the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr,
President, I ask that I may be permitted
to proceed for 1 more minute.

It is not my intention that the Sen-
ators go hat in hand to the President
to get their projects. It is not my inten-
tion that the President approve these
buildings on the basis of how much pres-
sure he has received. The only build-
ing that possibly could be approved
would be one that was certified as es-
sential to be constructed in the national
interest, to win this war. Otherwise, we
would postpone the rest of them. For
example, post offices and many of the
other buildings, such as the tax courts,
would not fall into that category.

So far as it costing more money later
to build them, the only reason it would
cost more money later——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time has expired. The yeas and nays
have been ordered.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time has expired.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from South
Dakota.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, when the
Senator from Delaware first discussed his
proposal, I must say that it had consid-
erable appeal to this Senator from South
Dakota. But the longer I have listened to
the debate, the more convinced I have
become that cranked into this proposal
is what is virtually an item veto.
Whether it is affirmative or positive is
not important. It operates in that fash-
ion.

Many times, under both Republican
and Democratic administrations, I have
opposed anything moving in the direction
of an item veto for the Executive.
country is going through this experience
now with the White House. The White
House withheld for many months a num-
ber of fine watershed projects because
the White House had decided that it
should have the right to decide whether
or not, after Congress has approved them

The -
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by the ordinary processes, it should be
the branch of Government to provide the
final OK, which for 12 years has been
exercised by the Appropriations Com-
mittees and by the Agricultural Commit-
tees of the Senate and the House.

Just 10 days ago, President Johnson
said:

This time I will permit those watersheds
to go on, but never again. From now on,
this is to be an Executive privilege.

I do not like to see that Executive
power grow to the extent where it can
say “yes” or ‘no” on projects of impor-
tance to the people, which have been
approved by the Congress, so I shall vote
“no” on the proposal of the Senator from
Delaware.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Dela-
ware. On this question the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from Alaska [Mr. BarT-
1ETT], the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
ErrLenpEr], the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FuLsrigHT], the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. Gorel, the Senator from
Montana [Mr. MercaLrl, the Senafor
from Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER], and the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. TypiNes]
are absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. Bass], the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. HaypEN], and the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. Himmr] are neces-
sarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
BartrETT], the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Bassl, the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. ELLEnDER], the Senator from Ten~
nessee [Mr. Gorel, the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Hnrl, the Senator from
Oregon [Mrs. NeuBerGeEr]l, the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Typings], and the
Senator from Montana [Mr. METCALF]
would each vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is ab-
sent because of illness.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. MILLER]
is necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Utah
[Mr. Bennerr] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Iowa [Mr. MmiLEr]. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Utah
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
Iowa would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 11,
nays 77, as follows:

[No. 193 Leg.]

YEAS—11
Alken Javits Proxmire
Cooper Lausche Thurmond
Dirksen Morton Williams, Del.
Douglas FProuty

NAYS—TT
Allott Cannon Eastland
Anderson Carlson Ervin
Bayh Case Fannin
Bible Church Fong
Boggs Clark Griffin
Brewster Cotton Gruening
Burdick Curtis Harris
Byrd, Va. Dodd Hart
Byrd, W.Va. Dominick Hartke
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Hickenlooper MecGovern Russell, 8.C.
Holland Mclntyre Russell, Ga.
Hruska Mondale Saltonstall
Inouye Mouroney Scott
Jackson Montoya Simpson
Jordan, N.C. Morse Smaeathers
Jordan, Idaho Moss Smith
Kennedy, Mass. Mundt Sparkman
Kennedy, N.Y, Murphy Stennis
Kuchel Muskie Symington
Long, Mo. Nelson
Long, La, Paslore er
uson Pearson Willlams, N.J.
Mansfield Pell X1
MecCarthy Randolph Young, N, Dak
McClellan Ribicoft Young, Ohio
McGee Robertson
NOT VOTING—12
Bartlett Fulbright Metcalfl
Bass Gore Miller
Bennett Hayden Neuberger
Ellender Hill Tydings
So the amendment of Mr. WiLLiAMs of
Delaware was rejected.

Mr. ALLOTT, Mr, President, I move
that the vote by which the amendment
was rejected be reconsidered.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
move that the motion to reconsider be
laid on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 735

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I call up my amendment No 735 and ask
that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated for the in-
formation of the Senate.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
amendment, as follows:

On page 39, line 24 strike out “$66,100,000”
and insert in lieu thereof “$56,185,000".

On page 40, line 11, strike out “$35,000,000™
and insert in lieu thereof “$29,750,000".

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
briefly stated, my amendment will cut
the civil defense appropriation by 15 per-
cent and mean a savings of $15,165,000
of taxpayers’ money. It would reduce
the recommended appropriation for
operation and maintenance from $66,-
100,000 to $56,185,000 and the appropri-
ation for research for shelter survey and
marking from $35 million to $29,750,000.

In the budget for fiscal year 1967, offi-
clals of the Department of Defense re-
guested $133,400,000 for civil defense
purposes. The House of Representatives
cut this by $32,300,000 and the Senate
Committee on Appropriations has ree-
ommended the amount approved by the
other body.

Mr. President, may I say at the outset
that in my judgment this entire program
should be scrapped. However, being a
realist I have offered a modest amend-
ment which at least would save more
than $15 million for the taxpayers of this
Nation.

The civil defense squandering over the
years has been an unconscionable waste
of taxpayers’ money. However, I have
been a Member of .the Congress long
enough to know that these petty bureau-
cratic empires do not crumble easily.
Once entrenched, these bureaucrats—
such as those now operating the so-called
civil defense program—are as tenacious
as the Bourbons of France, the Romanovs
of Russia, or the Hapsburgs of Austria.
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In fact, had these royal families studied
the methods of entrenched bureaucrats,
they might still be on their thrones.

Over the past 15 years, more than
$1,500 million of taxpayers’ money has
been foolishly wasted on silly civil de-
fence schemes. Today, 21 years after
Hiroshima, the United States has no
civil defense worthy of the name. Most
of what exists consists of absurd plans
on paper; the rest is confusion.

Throughout the years while this Na-
tion and the Soviet Union were building
up our nuclear capacities, Congress ap-
propriated these huge funds for civil de-
fense in piecemeal fashion but not for
any really serious or effective plan of
action. Actually, we were soothing our
consciences just in case a nuclear war
would come. Year after year we ap-
propriated $150 million or $100 million or
$80 million for civil defense purposes,
always “just in case.” It was only hu-
man to grasp at straws when faced by
an overwhelmingly difficult situation, and
in appropriating these funds which grad-
ually began to total a staggering sum,
no one in his heart really believed that
the civil defense fishnet would be of any
protection in a surging sea of nuclear
destruction.

The fact is that the possibility of nu-
clear war with the Soviet Union has
greatly diminished. The threat of ag-
gression on the part of the Soviet Union
with nueclear missiles is practically non-
existent. There is no other nuclear
power in the world today capable of
showering missiles with nuclear war-
heads on our cities.” Our nuclear ca-
pability for instant retaliation is so over=
whelming we could annihilate 100 mil-
lion Russians, destroying their cities and
air and missile bases in a matter of hours.
Who are these fallout shelters designed
to protect us from? Albania?

Does Defense Secretary McNamara,
who talks economy sometimes, but who
tolerates the civil defense boondoggle in
his Defense Department, really believe
Red China with its crude nuclear capa-
bility threatens the United States with
a nuclear attack?

The Soviet Union, veering toward capi-
talism—now bitterly hostile toward Red
China—no longer threatens Western Eu-
rope or our Nation as it did when Stalin
was dictator in that grim cold war period
directly following World War II. The
Soviet Union is now a “have” nation—
very definitely no longer a have-not na-
tion. Our former colleague, Senator
Barry Goldwater, made many wise state-
ments in 1964. Possibly the wisest state-
ment was a prediction he made in Octo-
ber 1964, Senator Goldwater, candidate
of his party for the Presidency, said:

Within 10 years the United States may be
involved in war Communist China
and if that occurs I predict the Russians will
fight as allies on our side against Red China.

Mr. President, again the Senate will
hear the old time worn argument that
we must have at least a minimum ecivil
defense program “just in case.” Last
year more than $106 million was spent
on the civil defense boondoggle. Does
this Nation have any more civil defense
in the event of a nuclear attack than we
had a year ago? Is any American one

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

whit safer today in event of a nuclear
holocaust than he was 15 years ago when
this boondoggle began? The answer to
both questions is an emphatic “no.”

Public apathy regarding our civil de-
fense program could not be greater. The
truth of the matter is citizens have com-
pletely lost faith in the civil defense boon-
doggle.

The facts are that in New York City,
our largest and most densely populated
city, officials last year abolished its civil
defense program, following the example
of other great American cities such as
Portland, Oreg.; Los Angeles, Calif., and
Baltimore, Md., where civil defense pro-
grams and expenditures have either been
completely discarded, or ignored to the
point where for all practical purposes
they have been abolished.

The committee has recommended $35
million for research for shelter survey
and marking. Simple arithmetic proves
that any fallout shelter program large
enough to be meaningful—if such a thing
is possible—would cost many billions of
dollars. Those favoring a massive fall-
out shelter building program have esti-
mated that it would cost anywhere from
$20 to $200 billion. In their book
“Strategy for Survival,” Thomas L. Mor-
ton, dean of the College of Engineers at
the University of Arizona, and Donald C.
Latham, an electronics researcher, con-
cluded that a national community shelter
program would cost in excess of $37 bil-
lion. Herman Kahn, one of the foremost
proponents of fallout shelters, has esti-
mated that a reasonable program might
involve a gradual buildup from about $1
billion annually to somewhere in the
neighborhood of $5 billion annually.
Prof. John Allman, chairman of the de-
partment of management of Hofstra Col-
lege, estimates the cost as high as $302
billion. Regardless of which of the ex-
pert opinions is cited, the price tag would
be astronomical. Even then, there is no
guarantee that a shelter program would
be at all effective. With extensive ad-
vances being made in rocket and nuclear
technology and in chemical and biological
warfare, it would probably be obsolete
before completion.

Meanwhile, civil defense bureaucrats
regularly continue to mark private and
public buildings with black and yellow
signs designating them as fallout shelters
and stocking them with so-called survival
biscuits while the general public pays no
attention, simply ignoring this boon-
doggling. All this at a cost of more than
$20 million a year.

Mr. President, there is no civil defense
shelter building program in Great
Britain, France, West Germany, or any
of the major Western European powers.
Reliable observers in the Soviet Union
report that there is no fallout shelter
program in Russia. Henry Shapiro,
dean of the American correspondents in
Moscow, wrote:

No foreigner here has seen any civil de-
fense shelters, The average citizen is un-
aware of the existence of shelters.

Preston Grover, of  the Associated
Press, took a similar position when he
stated:

Attachés from embassies who have looked
around the country for sign of shelters have
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found nothing. Foreigners live in many of
the newest buildings put up in Moscow, and
they have no bomb shelters.

The New York Times a few years ago
published a report from Moscow by Har-
rison Salisbury which stated:

About 12,000 miles of travel in the Soviet
Union by this correspondent in the last 4
weeks failed to turn up evidence of a single
Soviet bomb shelter * * * Diplomats, for-
eign military attachés, and correspondents
who have traveled widely in the Soviet Union
report that there is no visible evidence of a
widespread shelter program.

The committee has recommended
more than $66 million for operation and
maintenance of the civil defense organi-
zation. Almost 800 employees now work
in the civil defense division of the De-
partment of Defense. Of this number
nearly half receive from $13,700 a year
up to $27,000 a year. The average sal-
ary of all civil defense employees in the
Department of Defense is more than
$11,800 a year. Officials and employees
of the FBI receive an average of $8,700 a
year and in the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration—an agency
with many scientists and highly skilled
technical personnel—the average salary
for officials and employees is approxi-
mately $10,300 a year.

I am sure that our Nation will be able
to eontinue to struggle along if it should
be necessary that some of these high
salaried civil defense bureaucrats are
dismissed or ftransferred to Federal
agencies where they can perform a
needed public service.

Mr, President, unfortunately, too few
Governors, mayors, and county commis-
sioners can resist the temptation of Fed-
eral matching funds to provide in many
cases a comfortable haven in the politi-
cal storm for political hacks and de-
feated  officeholders. Frequently we
Senators receive calls and letters from
mayors and other municipal officials re-
questing assistance in having their ap-
plications for public works and other
Federal projects expedited. At the same
time, the Federal Governinient is en-
couraging these officials to spend mil-
lions of taxpayers’ dollars for civil de-
fense employees and on ridiculous eivil
defense programs. If we cut off the
head of the bureaucratic octopus in
Washington, its wasteful satellites in
States and cities will soon wither away.

Mr. President, one example of a civil
defense boondoggle is the shocking fact
that there are 2,644 civil defense hos-
pitals presently in storage throughout
the Nation. Each contains 200 beds for
a total of 528,800 hospital beds, rotting
and mildewing in eivil defense storage
facilities. These emergency hospitals,
so-called, have cost taxpayers $75 mil-
lion. In Ohio alone there are 119 of
these hospitals stored away. In Ohio
a recent investigation of two of these
stored hospitals revealed that thousands
of dollars worth of medicines had wasted
away while the usefulness of even
greater amounts is rapidly expiring.
Hospital beds and other equipment have
been rotting away from mildew and
neglect.

This same intolerable situation exists
in other States, and is just one more ex-
ample in a long list of silly schemes and
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unworkable programs concocted by
boondoggling civil defense officials.
Think of the good will we would en-
gender in Asia were we to donate these
hospitals to civilian authorities of South
Vietnam and other nations in southeast
Asia. Without a doubt thousands of
these hospital beds and other equipment
could be put to good use by our Medical
Corps officials in Vietnam and elsewhere
in the Far East.

Mr. President, by adopting my amend-
ment $15 million can bhe saved without
in any way impairing our national se-
curity or vital public services. Here is a
way for Senators who favor economy to
show they mean what they say. I donot
know of a single proposal whereby we
could more clearly demonstrate our de-
sire for economy and to save taxpayer's
money.

Mr, DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I yield to the
distinguished senior Senator from Illi-
nois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Do I understand that
the Senator from Ohio is proposing to
cut approximately 15 percent in the total
appropriation for civil defense?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Yes. My
amendment would reduce the amount by
that modest amount.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The present bill does
not contain provision for construction of
fallout shelters?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. No.

Mr. DOUGLAS. But simply research,
survey, and marking.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Marking them
with those silly yellow and black marks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Ohio has expired.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may use.

This amendment, of course, should be
defeated. I would like to call the atten-
tion of Senators to the fact that last year
we provided $106 million-plus for this
particular item. The budget this year
was $133.4 million. That was cut by the
House to $101,100,000. The Senate com-
mittee stayed with the House figure on
that amount.

I have spoken in behalf of this item
several times in past years on the floor
of the Senate. It simply makes no sense
at all to spend $60 billion a year on na-
tional defense, even granting that some
$15 billion of that may be going to the
Vietnam war, or perhaps $20 billion a
year, and not to spend an absolutely
minimum amount for civil defense.

It makes it appear to the rest of the
world—and particularly those countries
at whom we look with the most jaundiced
eyes—our Soviet friends and the Red
Chinese—that we are minimizing our
civil defense to a point where it would
seem we do not even consider that we
have a problem.

But, Mr. President, if we ever come to
that unfortunate time when we get into
a ballistic missile war, by our civil de-
fense preparations we will save many,
many lives which we would otherwise for-
feit.

I have only one further thing to say.
The total civil defense budget amounts to
only one and one-third hundredths of 1
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percent of the total defense budget. If
seems to me—and the committee has re-
viewed the matter very carefully—that
this is the minimum that we can do.

I am ready to yield back the remainder
of my time, and I do, and eall for a vote.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
before the Senator does so, will the Sen-
ator yield me 2 minutes?

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, before
yielding back the remainder of my time,
I yield 2 minutes fto the distinguished
Senator from Ohio.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
if my amendment is not agreed to, it is
contemplated by these civil defense
bureaucrats, who put in their time in
the Pentagon sending messages back and
forth to one another, devising shelter
programs, and putting in orders for so-
called survival biscuits—that they will
add 117 more officials and employees o
their already overstaffed agency. I have
shown that their average salary exceeds
that of the FBI, and even that of NASA,
where so many scientists are employed.

Let us come back to the fundamental
point. The distinguished Senator from
Colorado said, “if we ever come to that
unfortunate time when wet get infto a
ballistic missile war,” our defense prep-
arations will save lives.

Those of us who have been in the great
subway in London know that there is not
a civil defense sign in it. We know there
is no civil defense program in any of the
cities which are closest to the Soviet
Union, the only nation which could pos-
sibly threaten us with nuclear war. The
truth is that after spending more than
$1 billion, this country has no civil de-
fense worthy of the name. Of all the
bureaucrats in our Government, the
high-salaried civil defense people in the
Pentagon and the Department of De-
fense are receiving the most for doing
the least. I hope, Mr. President, that
my modest amendment will be agreed to.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Has the Senator
asked for the yeas and nays?

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. The yeas and
nays have been ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Colorado yield back
the remainder of his time?

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back, the question
is on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from Ohio. On this gquestion,
the yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from Alaska [Mr. BART-
1ETT], the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
ErLLEnpER], the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Gorel, the Senator from Oregon
[Mrs. NEUBERGER], the Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. Stennisl, and the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Typincsl, are ab-
sent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. Bass], the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. HavpeEN], the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Hiirl, the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. MonToYal, and the
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Senator from Virginia [Mr. RoBERTSON],
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
BarTLETT], the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Bass], the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. ErLENDER], the Senator from Ten-
nessee [ Mr. Gogrel, the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. Hrirl, the Senator from Ore-
gon [Mrs. NEUBERGER], and the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Typines], would
each vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL, I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is ab-
sent because of illness.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. MIiLLER]
is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Michigan [Mr.
GrriFFIn] is detained on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from Utah
[Mr. BENNETT] is paired with the Sena-
tor from Iowa [Mr. MiLLER]. If present
and voting, the Senator from Utah would
vote “nay” and the Senator from Iowa
would vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 27,
nays 59, as follows:

[No. 194 Leg.]
YEAS—27
Byrd, Va. Hartke Nelson
Cannon Kennedy, Mass, Proxmire
Church Eennedy, N.Y, Randolph
Clark Lausche Smathers
Douglas Mansfield Talmadge
Eastland MceGovern Thurmond
Fannin Metcall Williams, N.J.
Fulbright Morse Williams, Del.
Gruening Moss Young, Ohio
NAYS—50
Alken Hart Mundt
Allott Hickenlooper Murphy
Anderson Holland Muskie
Bayh Hruska Pastore
Bible Inouye Pearson
Boggs Jackson Pell
Brewster Javits Prouty
Burdick ordan, N.C.  Riblcofl
Byrd, W. Va. Jordan, Idaho Russell, 8.C.
Carlson Euchel Russell, Ga,
Case Long, Mo. Saltonstall
Cooper Long, La. Scott
Cotton Magnuson Simpson
Curtis McCarthy Smith
Dirksen MecClellan Sparkman
Dodd McGee Symington
Dominick McIntyre Tower
Ervin Mondale Yarborough
Fong Monroney Young, N. Dak.
Harris Morton
NOT VOTING—14
Bartlett Grifiin Neuberger
Bass Hayden Robertson
Bennett Hill Stennis
Ellender Miller Tydings
Gore Montoya

So the amendment of Mr. Younc of
Ohio (No. 735) was rejected.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr, President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr, MUNDT. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 18, line 14 add the following:
“Provided, however, That the funds made
available for the Labor Department build-
ing shall not be available for expenditure
until the General Services Administration
certifies to Congress that construction of the
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Inner Loop Freeway has been agreed upon
and is to be constructed in a plan which
will involve the site of the proposed Labor

Department buildings.”

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, T think
I ean explain the amendment in perhaps
a minute or two.

I feel confident that the managers of
the bill will accept the amendment be-
cause it carries out the understanding
which we had in the Appropriations
Committee at the time it was decided to
appropriate $12,433,000 for the substruc-
ture of the Labor Department building.

I was among those who voted “No”
when we had a close vote, 43 to 42, on
eliminating some of these buildings.

I felt that it would be wise to construct
this building at the time we think it will
be constructed, because this language
would provide for it to be constructed, at
the same time they do the work on the
inner loop freeway.

It would save the country a tremendous
amount of money as compared with hav-
ing the building constructed later.
Eventually we will have a Labor Depart-
ment building.

It seems wise fo build the foundations
of that building at the time we build the
inner loop freeway, if the inner loop free-
way is built as presently contemplated,
because this would be on the same site
and thus eliminate a vast amount of re-
construetion and revamping of the foun-
dation structures and the freeway fa-
cilities.

It would be penny wise and pound
foolish to start building each of the
structures at a different time.

The language of this amendment sim-
ply brings them into compliance so that
both projects will be constructed at the
same time. The amendment withholds
this appropriation until such time as we
are sure that the inner loop freeway is
being constructed in that area and has
a relationship to the Labor Department
building. -

I believe that this amendment will be
accepted.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr, President, we
discussed this in committee. We did in-
tend to have a directive such as this, but
the report is not quite as specific as is
this amendment. I think it is a clari-
fying amendment and I would be glad to
accept it.

Mr. MUNDT. May I say, Mr. Chair-
man, that really this language should be
attributed to the distinguished senior
Senator from Georgia, who came up with
the idea during the committee hearings.
We thought it would be reflected in the
report—and he joins me in this amend-
ment.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from
Georgia desired this type of amendment
in the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all
time yielded back?

Mr. MUNDT. I yield back my time.
tm]:&r. MAGNUSON. I yield back my

ime.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back. :

The question is on agreeinz to the
amendment of the Senator from South
Dakota.

The amendment was agreed to.
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Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment and ask that
it be stated.

The LecistATiVE CLERK. On page 45,
beginning with line 11, strike out all
through line 4 on page 46, as follows:

ReNT SUPPLEMENT PROGRAM

For rent supplement payments authorized
by section 101 of the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1965, $2,000,000: Pro-
vided, That the limitation otherwise appli-
cable to the maximum payments that may
be required in any fiscal year by all con-
tracts entered into under such section is
increased by $20,000,000: Provided further,
That no part of the foregoing appropriation
or contract authority shall be used for in-
curring any obligation in connection with
any dwelling unit or project which is not
either part of a workable program for com-
munity improvement meeting the require-
ments of section 101(c) of the Housing Act
of 1949, as amended (42 U.S.C. 14561(¢c)), or
which is without local official approval for
participation in this program.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, this
amendment would cut from the bill the
funds for the controversial, unproved
rent supplement program.

It is time for us to make and implement
decisions where inflation is concerned.
There are many things we might like
to spend money for, but inflation will no
longer permit the fiscal and deficit luxu-
ries of the past. Inflation demands of us
that we set priorities and fund only the
most necessary and proven projects.

Consumer prices are at the highest
point in our Nation’s history. The dollar
is at its lowest value in our Nation’s his-
tory. Interest rates are at their highest
in 36 years. Loan money is critically
tight. And, in the face of these ominous
trends we are running another deficit
Federal budget.

Instead of a sham war against infla-
tion, let us do something meaningful to
cut Government spending. And, if we
must cut, let us cut first those new proj-
ects which might be nice but are not
necessary.

Commerce Secretary John T. Connor,
in a recent letter to corporation heads,
enjoined them to “exercise reasoned re-
straint in purchasing, inventories, pric-
ing and in deferring capital expenditures
wherever possible.”

In an address before the National Leg-
islative Conference of Cities, the Presi-
dent of the United States announced
recently that he has requested every ex-
ecutive department and agency to review
and carefully examine how we can defer,
stretch out or postpone any expendi-
tures.

Mr. President, I support the President
of the United States, and I submit that
this is not a necessary expenditure. It
is a new start, and at this time we should
carefully scrutinize any new starts. It
is an unproven program, and I honestly
believe that we in Congress must be se-
lective.

It is necessary that we act as shrewd
managers of the purse strings in this
time of inflation. We should strike from
this bill this unproven rent supplement
program. We can reconsider it at a fu-
ture date when our monetary situation
has stabilized.
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I urge the adoption of this amend-
ment, and I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield such time
as the Senator from Rhode Island de-
sires.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I sup-
pose I could say to the Senate that this
is an old chestnut. It is one of the most
talked about proposals and one of the
least understood programs ever ad-
vanced to Congress.

Mr. President, we went through this
matter thoroughly 1last spring. Our
subcommittee went through this whole
matter very exhaustively before the sub-
committee and then again before the full
committee. We took a record vote each
time, and each time we voted to retain
the program in the bill as a matter of
record all we have done in our commit-
tee is to sustain the House.

It has been said here that this pro-
gram has not proved itself. My, Presi-
dent, I believe that this constitutes one
of the best programs ever conceived to
fight poverty in this Nation. Itishould be
more so that it could do more. It is re-
grettable that we cannot make it as
extensive as we would desire to make it
and as conditions require in order to be
more effective in eliminating poverty
throughout this land.

We have expended millions upon mil-
lions of dollars for a public housing pro-
gram. That is all for the best. What
is being attempted here is to encourage
nonprofit organizations to rehabilitate
existing housing, to make it habitable
for people, and to build new housing, if
possible, realizing that each unit will
cost such a sum as to require a rent
much more than the particular family
can afford to pay. Is is absolutely im-
portant to understand that—to appreci-
ate that—and to meet the condition so
created.

For whom is this program destined?
It is destined, No. 1, for people who are
eligible for public housing. They must
pay out of their own salary, out of their
own income, one-quarter of their
monthly income as their share of the
fair rent. If the cost of rehabilitating
the unit requires a rent beyond that the
family can afford to pay, then we sub-
sidize the remainder of the rent to the
value that it cost the organization, on a
nonprofit basis, either to build or to re-
habilitate.

Mr. President, who are the people who
came to testify before our committee?
They were members of the clergy, for
the most part; dedicated people who are
living close to this scourge that plagues
our society. They came before our com-
mittee, very sincerely—very simply—yet
very dramatically and very emphatically
stating their case.

If ever I believe in the efficacy and in
the necessity of a program, this is it. It
is regrettable that all the Members of
Congress could not sit with that commit-
tee to hear the testimony from these
people first hand. ;

What are we to do? The first year,
we authorized $12 million. Out of that
$12 million we already have proposals to
take care of 9,900 family units—9,900
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family units, up to $6 million. These
proposals are being advanced by reli-
gious organizations, by philanthropic
organizations and other nonprofit orga-
nizations.

All that would be done here would be
to authorize a new amount of $20 mil-
lion. It is our hope that with the present
$12 million we will accommodate 20,000
families. Better than that, of course,
when we pass the appropriation of $20
million, it will be accommodation for an
additional 38,000 families.

Mr. President, it has been said that
the adoption of this amendment deny-
ing these homes to the needy is the way
to balance the budget. I say to you, it
would unbalance humanity in our own
society.

The need for this program is already
pressing. Rehabilitation has already
been begun on some premises so dras-
tically needed they will have to be oc-
cupied by these people; and when they
move in, the rent for each unit will be
so high that some of these people can
not possibly afford to pay it. So what
would be the result? Delinquency would
be encouraged, dropouts would be en-
couraged, and the fruit of delingquency
and despair means reformatories and
prisons will be built instead of housing.
The testimony of the clergy, Mr. Pres-
ident, provided a dramatic feature that
convinced me beyond all else. Because
these church groups will be active in
this environment. These people renting
will receive friendly services that will
help them to maintain a good social
status and will help them to escape des-
pair and eliminate delinquency.

Mr. President, I believe that this is a
tremendously worthwhile program, and
that it should be given a fair chance.

We did not advance or increase in any
way the action of the House. All we
propose to do is to go along with the
House. Certainly, we should not do less.

I say to my colleagues that if they
mean to fight poverty in this Nation, this
is a step in the right direction.

I hope that this amendment will be
defeated.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from
Rhode Island mentioned that no one is
eligible for these units except those who
would be eligible for public housing.

Mr. PASTORE. That is under the
first requisite.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Would the Senator
inform the Senate, as he can do so well,
what else these people must do?

Mr. PASTORE. First of all, the per-
son must be displaced, after he is eligible
under the public housing program, which
means that he has to be poor.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Very poor.

Mr. PASTORE. Then he has to be a
person displaced by the same govern-
mental action.

In other words, if we have an urban
renewal program, and we displace all of
these people and they have no place to
go, what do they do? They descend from
one ghetto to another ghetto. How much
worse is it if the second ghetto does not
exist? An alternate condition is that one

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

of the members of the family—one of the
spouses—has to be over 62 years of age.
Or it may be that one of the spouses is
paraplegic and has to live in a slum
area.

If any program ever was intended for
the poor, this rent supplement program
is it. I hope that there is enough com-
passion, and I hope that there is enough
understanding on the part of the Senate
to realize that this is a good program,

I hope that the amendment is defeated.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REecorp following the statement
of the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
PasTore] a letter from the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development mak-
ing an up-to-date report on the pro-
gram, the amount of rent supplements
involved, and the number of units that
are under contract authority.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND
UrBAN DEVELOPMENT,
Washington, D.C., July 14, 1966.

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,

Chairman, Independent Offices Appropria-
tions Subecommittee, Committee on Ap-
propriations, U.S. Senate, Washington,
D.C

DEsr Mr. CHAIRMAN: During the recent
appropriation hearings in connection with
testimony on the Rent Supplement Pro-
gram, the Committee requested the Depart-
ment to furnish a report on the reserva-
tions made under the initial contract au-
thority of $12 million granted for the pro-
gram. As of June 30, preliminary fund res-
ervations had been made for a total of
91 projects involving 8,852 rent supplement
units at an aggregate amount of contract
authority for rent supplements of $5,436,170.
The projects are located in 33 states and
Puerto Rico. A tabulation by states is en-
closed. In addition, we had on hand on
June 30 requests for approximately $9 mil-
lion in projects pending the receipt of fur-
ther information and evaluation. Additional
requests are being received daily.

The projects for which funds have been
reserved are typleally in a preliminary stage
of development. As the projects proceed
through later stages of development and
processing, we may expect some adjustments
and changes. We are reserving funds for
additional projects on a daily basis as in-
formation concerning them is received and
evaluated. I expect that we shall have re-
served most of the balance of the initial $12
million of contract authorization in the near
future.

The Committee also asked to be advised of
our employment plans under the requested
administrative expense appropriation for this

rogram. Assuming approval of the rent
supplement appropriation for administrative
expenses in the amount of $900,000, we ex-
pect to use 756 man years of employment un-
der this appropriation during fiscal year
1967.

Senator ALrort had expressed a particular
interest in receiving the above information
concerning the status of the Rent Supple-
ment Program, We are, therefore, also send-
ing this information by letter to Senator
ALLOTT.

Sincerely yours,
RoBeErRT C. WEAVER.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr, President, I
have nothing further to add except the
part of the program mentioned by the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Pas-
Torel, and that also appeals to me,
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We are trying to take this problem,
that we have to take care of in any event,
from public housing, in its literal sense,
and place it into private enterprise where
people will build these buildings. This
is a switch back to take care of this mat-
ter under private enterprise. It has
worked out so far and I think we should
give it a further chance with the modest
amount that we have in the bill.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

Mr. President, if I thought that this
supplemental payment for rent was
going to be the panacea for all of our
housing ills, was going to abolish slums,
and reform schools, then I would cham-
pion this provision with as much vigor
and dedication as the distinguished Sen-
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. PAsTORE].

But I think we are deluding ourselves
if we think that the rent subsidy pro-
gram is going to solve the problem of the
slums. The fact is that it is not; $22
million is not going to do it. The fact
remains that this is an unproven pro-
gram.

While we stand here and talk about
having compassion for the poor, let us
recognize that inflation robs the poor
first, and that any constructive steps we
can take to stabilize and make sound and
responsible the fiscal policy of the Gov-
ernment of the United States is a step
toward arresting and curbing inflation,
which robs the poor, and robs from the
rich, as well. The people who really
suffer are the poor.

I think that we should look closely
at these unproven programs and not en-
gage in new starts, not just in this pro-
gram, but in other programs as well, and
take a constructive step toward changing
a fiscal policy which causes inflation and
tight money and is the source of most of
our economic problems now. I think
that we in the Senate must have the
courage and discipline to do it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ALLOTT., Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes under the bill.

Mr. President, as most Senators well
know, I have supported this amendment,
first in the subcommittee of the distin-
guished Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. Pastore]l, in the full committee,
then on the floor of the Senate, in the
Subcommittee on Independent Offices,
and in the full committee. On these
occasions, I have voiced essentially the
same thoughts voiced by the distin-
guished Senator from Texas [Mr.
TOWER].

I, like he, would like to see our housing
problems solved. My basic objection to
the rent supplement is that while it may
help a few, we are committing ourselves
to a 40-year program for which the au-
thorization is $100 million a year with
the carryover.

This is not a substitute for anything
else, and herein lies the nub of the prob-
lem. We are now putting into the budget,
and in this bill for public housing pro-
grams, a total of $351 million. A part of
that is for the elderly, but we are put-
ting $250 million into public housing,
per se,
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In addition to that, we discovered at
the hearings this year that the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development
also has another program going, for
which they have an annual subsidy of
$754 per unit per year, in which they
lease premises, sublease them to tenants,
and then pick up the rental differential,
which amounted in fiscal year 1966 to
$1,743,750.

So we have all of these programs going,
If there were any attempt to bring order
out of that chaos, I might look at the
rent subsidy in a different manner today
than I do.

It is only for this reason that I rise to
support the amendment of the distin-
guished Senator from Texas [Mr.
Tower]. This rent supplement might be
the best way to handle our public hous-
ing problems, but we are not going to
handle them by simply piling one pro-
gram on top of another. That is what
we are doing because we are keeping all
of the old moneys in the bill and we have
this rather modest amount, I must admit,
but this is not what it is going to be in
a year or 2 years from now. It is going
to be a significant amount.

I support the amendment of the Sena-
tor from Texas [Mr. TOWER].
Mr, RUSSELL of Georgia.

dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr, ALLOTT. I yield.

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. The dis-
tinguished Senator did not make clear
that $250 or $260 million to which he re-
ferred for the present subsidy on publie
housing is a recurring item, and not just
an annual item; but a recurring item
and must be paid each year.

Mr. ALLOTT. The Senator is correct.
I am sorry that I did not make that

Mr. Presi-

point clear.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PASTORE. Mry. President, how
much time do I have remaining in op-
position?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator has 4 minutes remaining.

Mr. PASTORE. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from New York [Mr. JaviTs].

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, there are
not often many things around here
about which a big city boy can testify.
This is one of them. I am the product of
a slum family, raised in a slum, which is
more accurately described as a ghetto.
I have personal knowledge and experi-
ence of what passions rage in the hearts

of people who may be rioting, out of-

frustration and ‘despair, because they
live under the same circumstances, in the
main, in which I was raised.

I understand the analysis of Senators
with respect to the different types of
programs, including public housing, that
are in effect. The same tests could be
applied to farm subsidies, farm roads,
technical assistance to farmers, the Farm
Credit Administration, the REA, and the
enormous structure of items in that area,
as well as the merchant marine, aircraft,
and many other things. Mr, President,
these analogies are not apt.
things must stand on their own.
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Notwithstanding that, everything sug-
gested has not been enough to adequately
meet the issue. Since 1949 I have been
concerned with public housing. I was
a cosponsor of the Taft-Wagner bill in
the other body.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 2
minutes of the Senator has expired.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I thought
the Senator yielded 4 minutes to me.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two
minutes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, may I
have 3 minutes on the bill?

Mr. ALLLOTT. Mr. President, I yield 3
minutes to the Senator from New York
[Mr. JaviTs].

Mr. JAVITS, Ithank the Senator from
Colorado [Mr. ArLoTTl.

The fact is that it is not adequate and
it has not been adequate. For some years
we tried to find an alternate to public
housing. It was felt—and it is true—
that public housing is what you get out of
it. - Realizing that certain elements of it
are more expensive, perhaps we should
vield in some instances insofar as the
size needed for the situation. So we
came along with the rent supplement
idea which I thought was the freshest,
the newest, and the brightest idea to
come upon the scene in all these 17 years.

Now, if it is a good idea—and I think
it is—and even conservative Members,
whom I have heard, point out that
we have tightened up so materially on
the requirements and methods of admin-
istration so as to make it a program with
a fine set of criteria.

Therefore, let us try to do this with
some degree of understanding of the
problem. Let those, especially those who
are so deeply concerned about conditions
which produce violence and difficulty in
the big cities, understand that we cannot
cure it with mirrors, that we must have
help. This is one of the most effective
kinds of help we can have. I have testi-
fied to that as a witness, personally.

I hope that, therefore, matching our
performance with our protestations, and
trying to do something about the effort
to meet an admittedly difficult and ex-
plosive situation, we do not take away
one of the strong programs which can be
useful in that regard and excuse our-
selves on the ground that there are other
programs—as I have pointed out, that is
true in many other cases—but, rather,
employ the means which looks very con-
genial to the situation; and realize that
while I join every Senator in deep deter-
mination that law and order shall be
observed in this country, that no one,
whatever may be his frustration, shall be
indulged in his unlawfulness, it is a fact
that as Senators, it is our duty to deal
with the legitimate difficulties, provided
we can find a reasonable and proper
remedy. The Senate has said, the House
has said, and the President has said be-
fore, that this is a reasonable and proper
remedy. Ithink it would be shocking and
shameful if we do not do so. ;

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I do
not wish to delay the Senate, but the
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argument has been advanced this after-
noon about balancing the budget and
making our fiscal stability a thing of
assurance.

Let me say to all Senators that we just
got through voting for $5 billion—I re-
peat, $5 billion—to put a man on the
moon. I suppose, when he gets there,
our next worry will be as to how he will
get off. But, here we are talking about
an appropiation of a few million for the
down-to-earth purpose of homes—homes
to keep families together.

And we stand up and talk about fiscal
stability.

Let us look at that budget—yes; there
may be places where we can cut, but do
not cut against the poor of this land—
their hearts and their homes.

Those of us who have had intimate
association and firsthand knowledge of
this problem know how necessary a pro-
gram of this kind is.

I hope that the amendment will be
voted down.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr, PASTORE. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of the time which I
do not have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Texas [Mr.
TOWER].

On this guestion the yeas and nays
have been ordered; and the clerk will
call the roll. :

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota (when
his name was called). On this vote I
have a pair with the senior Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. ErrLenper]. If he were
present, he would vote “nay.” If I were
at liberty to vote, I would vote “yea.” I
withhold my vote.

The rolleall was concluded.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
BarTrETT], the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Bassl, the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. Gorel, the Senator from
Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER], and the Sen-
ator from Maryland [Mr, TypinNGcs] are
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. HaypEN] and the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. HIiLL] are neces-
sarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. BarTLETT], the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. Bassl, the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. HavpEN], and the Senator
from Maryland [Mr. Typines] would
each vote ‘“nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is
absent because of illness.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr, MILLER]
is necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Utah [Mr. BeNngETT] and the Sen-
ator from Towa [Mr. MirrLer] would each
vote “yea.”

The position of the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Younc] has been previously
announced.
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The result was announced—yeas 38,
nays 51, as follows:

[No. 195 Leg.]
TYEAS—38
Allott Fannin Murphy
Boggs Fong Pearson
Byrd, Va. Griffin Robertson
Byrd, W. Va. Hartke Russell, 8.C.
Cannon Hickenlooper Russell, Ga.
Carlson Holland Simpson
Cooper Hruska Stennis
Cotton Jordan, N.C. Symington
Curtis Jordan, Idaho Talmadge
Dirksen Lausche Thurmond
Dominick Meclntyre Tower
Eastland Morton Willlams, Del.
Ervin Mundt
NAYS—51
Alk=n Javits Moss
Anderson Eennedy, Mass. Muskie
Bajh Kennedy, N.Y. Nelson
Bible Kuchel Pastore
Brewster Long, Mo. Pell
Burdick Long, La. Prouty
Case Magnuson Proxmire
Church Mansfield Randolph
Clark McCarthy Ribicoff
Dodd MeClellan Saltonstall
Douglas MecGee Beott
Fulbright McGovern Smathers
Gruening Metcalf Smith
Harrls Mondale Sparkman
Hart Monroney Will.iam.s, N.J.
Inouye Montoya Yarborough
Jackson Morse Young, Ohio
NOT VOTING—11
Bartlett Gore Neuberger
Bass Hayden Tydings
Bennett Hill Young, N, Dak.
Ellender Miller
So Mr. Tower’s amendment was
rejected.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
New Hampshire will be stated.

The legislative clerk read the amend-
ment, as follows:

On page 15, line 14, strike out “$133,150,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof “$115,230,000",
and on page 18, delete lines 11, 12, 15, and
16, and renumber the page accordingly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How
much time does the Senator yield to him-
self?

Mr., COTTON. I yield myself 4 min-
utes.

My, President, the first vote today was
on an amendment offered by the able
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE],
striking out appropriations for three
Federal buildings in the District of Co-
lumbia and $1 million for facilities for
the Secret Service.

Some of us were not able to arrive
here to cast our votes on that amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

Mr, COTTON. The amendment I am
offering merely affects two of those
buildings, the Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation Building, in the amount of $11.321
million, and the Tax Court Building, in
the amount of $6.6 million.

I want to make clear this amendment
is not offered in a spirit of pique.
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I am offering the amendment on behalf
of myself and the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. HIcKENLOOPER], as both of us missed
the vote on the previous amendment.

As I have said, the amendment is not
offered in a spirit of pique. We did not
arrive in time to vote, because we did not
have timely notice of the vote, and be-
fore we could reach the Senate floor the
regular order was called for.

In view of the fact that the regular
order was called for, and since there was
a difference of only one vote in the re-
sult, I felt it was logical for us to offer
an amendment affecting at least two of
the buildings, in order that we might
have an opportunity to vote on the ques-
tion.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, the
Senator from New Hampshire, who is on
both the full Committee on Appropria-
tions and this particular subcommittee,
dislikes and normally would not employ
this procedure, of simply voting on an
amendment striking out funds for a
building, without engaging in full de-
bate. However, in this instance, I think
the previous debate thoroughly explored
the question.

I do want to stress my conviction that
when we are engaged in a war, costing
an estimated $2 billion a month, we could
delay the construction of certain Gov-
ernment buildings in the District of Co-
lumbia, even though some inconvenience
may be caused. I think the least we
can do, if a building is not essential for
the effective and efficient administration
of Government, but would merely add to
convenience and comfort, is to wait be-
fore we start new construction that will
cost millions in additional funds.

That is the reason that I offered
this amendment, and wished to support
it when it was offered in different form
earlier in the day. I believe the same
principle is true as to repairs, changes, or
new structures anywhere in the Capital,
unless, of course, there are dangerous
conditions which must be corrected in the
interest of safety. I believe it is rea-
sonable, logical, and responsible to delay
and forgo any unnecessary building of
huge administration buildings here in the
Capital until the situation elsewhere with
its tremendous demands on our resources
is resolved.

I am sure that the distinguished chair-
man of the subcommittee, the Senator
from Washington, with whom I serve on
the Committees on Commerce and Ap-
propriations had every right to proceed,
and would not intentionally have de-
prived any of us of a vote; but in view
of the fact that there was one vote differ-
ence on the previous amendment, and
we did not have a chance to cast a vote,
I wanted the opportunity, as did the Sen-
ator from Iowa.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How
much time is yielded?

Mr.COTTON. Iyield2minutes tothe
Senator from Iowa.
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Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
I do not think I shall take 2 minutes. I
merely wish to confirm the fact that I
am a cosponsor of this amendment. At
least two of us were not present when the
vote was taken. We would like the op-
portunity to express ourselves; and on
these two matters, I have joined with
the Senator from New Hampshire, and
urge the adoption of his amendment.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield 3 minutes
to the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I am
among those who allege that there were
faulty bell signals earlier this afternoon
when the Senate was summoned to vote
on the amendment of the Senator from
Wisconsin for the deletion of the four
buildings here in the capital, to wit, the
Secret Service facility, the Labor Depart-
ment Building, the FBI Building, and the
Tax Court Building. Had I been present
on that occasion, I would have voted
against that amendment. I am opposed
to this amendment. I want to discussthe
basic considerations that motivated the
committee in approving these two
buildings.

The Tax Court, Mr. President, needs
adequate quarters, quarters separate
from the Internal Revenue Service. It
has neither at the present time.

The place which the Tax Court occu-
pies presently and has for many years,
was not designed for court use. It is not
suited for the needs of the Tax Court.
For some 15 years, this situation has been
brought to the attention of Congress.
Three years ago the building was finally
authorized, Congress thereby indicating
that it was convinced of the need for &
new building.

The Tax Court needs separate and
independent quarters. It is now housed
physically in the same suite of offices and
in the same building as the personnel of
the Internal Revenue Service. What an
incongruous situation that is. Every
time the Court sits, those personnel par-
ticipate in the Tax Court proceedings on
behalf of the United States of America.
So here we have the incongruous situa-
tion of & part of the judicial system not
accorded the independence and separa-
tion to which it is entitled.

That condition has been called to the
attention of Congress and of the Execu-
tive by the American Bar Association
many times. The appropriation should
be made so that construction can com-
mence at an early date.

As to the FBI, we know what the inade-
quacy is there. That Bureau is now lo-
cated in some nine locations. By having
a single building, savings will be effected
amounting to some $3%, million per year.

That building was authorized 4 years
ago. The site has been acquired, and it
is ready to accommodate the new build-
ing. A coniract could be let next spring,
because the plans will be completed in
February.

The fact is that funds for construc-
tion were included in GSA’s 1966 budget
request, but were deleted because of the
delay in completing the drawings and
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specifications. The funds were included
in the 1967 budget request, but were
stricken by the House of Representatives.

In 1966, the conferees stated in their
report:

A request for funds will be considered in a
supplemental or regular annual appropria-
tion bill if or when the GSA is ready to let
contracts,

So that leaves them at a juncture
where they are ready to let contracts
within a reasonable time after this ap-
propriation bill becomes law, but now
Congress says “Wait, there is a war, and
we must be careful how we spend our
money during a war.”

No one will agree with that proposition
more thoroughly than I. But, Mr. Presi-
dent, we are involved in several wars.
‘We have a war on crime; and that is a
war which we are fast losing. It is not
like the situation that we might have
elsewhere.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s time has expired.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield the Sena-
tor from Nebraska 2 additional minutes.

Mr. HRUSKA. It is not like the situ-
ation that we have elsewhere; and I sug-
gest that we pay some attention to that
war on crime which we are fast losing.
Consider the unsettled, riotous conditions
and disorders in many of our cities.
Only 2 weeks ago, a report issued by the
FBI showed a figure of almost 2,800,000
serious crimes committed in this country
during the calendar year 1965.

Here we have a building to house one
of the chief law-enforcement agencies
of the Nation. The dufies and respon-
sibilites being placed upon that agency
are increasing almost every time we en-
act new laws. With that situation fac-
ing us the pending amendment should
be defeated.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield 1 minute?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Pennsylvania,

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I was re-
corded on the vote on the amendment of
the Senator from Wisconsin, but I
merely rise to say that I do not mind
being recorded again. I have missed a
few votes because of illness or for other
reasons, and welcome the opportunity to
improve my batting average.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
vield myself 1 minute.

Mr. President, these items were dis-
cussed at length this morning, I do not
believe there is any necessity to dwell on
them in detail now. I say to the Senator
from New Hampshire, I was hopeful that
the items included in the amendment of
the Senator from Wisconsin would be
presented as separate amendments for
each item, because the need for the Tax
Court and the need, so well expressed by
the Senator from Nebraska, for begin-
ning the FBI Building, are two different
things. I had hoped that the matters
would be presented in that way. The
Senator from New Hampshire, in his
?mend.ment, has narrowed it down to

WO.

I do not believe that delaying the be-
ginning of the FBI Building, involving
& matter of $11 million, after it has been

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

delayed so long, would help or hurt our
economy one way or the other. That
building will require a long time to con-
struct. In addition, administrative ex-
penses increase every year we delay be-
ginning its construction. That would
mean about a 12-year amortization of
the building, for the total cost. What
is involved here is merely the substrue-
ture and the site preparation. I hope it
will not be knocked out.

The building for the Tax Court should
have 'great priority. It involves an
amount of $6.6 million, They have
waited a long time. I do not believe the
expenditure of that amount will help or
hurt the economy one bit.

As a matter of fact, the publiec building
program is very little when compared to
the budget. It is, of course, minimal
when compared to many other factors in
the present state of economy of the
country.

I do hope that the amendment will be
rejected. We have discussed it over and
over again. I do not know of any facts
that I could add.

I think that generally what the Sena-
tor from New Hampshire says is correct.
No one disagrees with that any more
than he would disagree with what the
Senator from Wisconsin had to'say about
::ihe need to curtail expenditures in these

mes.

I think the committee has been very
responsive to that need. Thirty build-
ings that have top priority have been cut
out of the bill. We have to look at these
buildings as individual problems.

I am sure that, having cut the build-
ings out of the bill, it will cost more
money to begin the projects again. Delay
will cost money.

We picked them out one by one and
required what we thought was more than
normal justification for these buildings.

We did the same with the buildings
throughout the Nation.

Ninety buildings which qualified under
very strict criteria were eliminated from
the bill. These were buildings that are
needed in this great, huge country of
ours.

I am hopeful that the amendment will
be rejected.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Iyield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
the amendment of the Senator from
Wisconsin on which we voted today
would cut out three of the four buildings.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It would leave
in the Secret Service Building.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The amendment
of the Senator from New Hampshire
would cut out the Tax Court and the
FBI Building and leave in the Secret
Service Building and the foundation for
the Labor Department Building.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator is cor-
rect, the substructure for the Labor De-
partment Building.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized for 2 minutes.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, in an-
swer to the Senator from Massachusetts,
the Secret Service project involved only
$1 million. That is why I am not includ-
ing that item in my amendment. The
Labor Department matter involves only
the building of a foundation and not a
superstructure. It is considered neces-
sary to proceed with initial construction
because of a new highway going through
that area which must be accommodated.
That is the reason it is not included.

The distinguished Senator from Wash-
ington says that after they have waited
all of these years, the expenditure of
these few dollars will not shatter the
economy. There is no suggestion that
the economy will be shattered by this.
However, after they have waited all of
these years, it will not be a catastrophe
if they are required to wait 1 more
year, at a time when we have an esca-
lating war that is costing more and more
each day.

Bear in mind that $11,320,000 would
be appropriated for the FBI Building.
The building would ultimately cost $45
million. Even if funds were provided,
they would not be able to move into and
start to use the building next year. The
building would just be started. There-
fore, it would not relieve the pressure
now. It certainly seems that after wait-
ing all this time, it would not be dis-
astrous to wait a little longer in a time
of war.

It also should be borne in mind that
in the very next paragraph of the bill
there is provision that these appropria-
tions can be exceeded this year, to the
extent of not more than 10 percent of
savings effected in other projects.

Remember that the President of the
United States has been calling on private
industry not to expand at this time. He
has been asking that private industry
refrain from building new plants and
making other capital expenditures while
we are under this pressure, because it is
inflationary. If it is inflationary for
private industry, which pays taxes into
the publie till, to expand, it is more infla-
tionary to start constructing new super-
structures in Washington, buildings
which pay no taxes but simply contribute
to the expenditure of money.

I yield 2 minutes to the Senator from
South Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota is recognized
for 2 minutes.

Mr. MUNDT, Mr. President, I was
among those who voted “no” an hour or
two ago when, by a vote of 42 fo 43, the
Senate in my opinion wisely decided not
to cut out all four of these buildings.

I shall vote “yes” on this amendment
because we face an altogether different
situation.

I voted no in the first place because the
Labor Department substructure, which
we have already discussed and which is
buttoned down by an amendment that
has been agreed to, must be started at
the time the freeway construction is
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started. That is economy since it avoids
-a duplication of effort.

The expenditure of $1 million for the
Secret Service, for the General Services
Administration, is not a major item.
However, these other two buildings will
eventually total a great amount of mon-
ey.
What the Senator from New Hamp-
shire says about the President urging
the private sector not to engage in capi-
tal expenditures also holds for State
governments. He has so recommended
to the 50 Governors. He sent to the
Governor of my State and the Gover-
nors of all other States a message urg-
ing them to slow down or curtail the
expanding of public improvements which
are not imperatively essential as of now.

Mr, President, it does not really help
the war effort very much and it does
not help to stop inflation very much for
Senator after Senator to say: “There is
a war. I know we are having an infla-
tionary fire. Nobody believes in econ-
omy more than I, but not on this partic-
ular vote.”

We have to start some place. While
my good friend, the Senator from
Nebraska, talks about the war in Viet-
nam and says that is not the only war,
that there is a war on crime, I submit
that a war on the American dollar is
also being fought in this Nation.

We are restricted to building these
buildings with borrowed money at a time
when the U.S. Government is paying the
highest interest rate in 45 years. So,
there is economy in slowing down for
awhile the starting of these buildings
which admittedly are desirable and
which can and should be built when our
Government either has the money or
can borrow it more advantageously.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr, President, may I
have 1 additional minute?

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I yield
1 additional minute to the Senator from
South Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota is recog-
nized for 1 additional minute.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, nobody
is in favor of crime, but even my genial
friend, the Senator from Nebraska, does
not believe that the war on crime is go-
ing to be fought in the office buildings
in Washington, and especially not in a
building that will not be ready for occu-
pancy for several years. We can meet
the same objective by starting the build-
%g next year and funding it more rap-

.

I submit to my colleague, who recog-
nizes that there is a war going on which
costs us approximately $2 billion a
month, that he should also recognize
that we now have to build the buildings
with borrowed money at the highest in-
terest rate in 45 years. He should rec-
ognize that this might be a good time fo
delay the building of two buildings which
are obviously needed, but which do not
have to be started now when our Federal
finances are so critical.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, MUNDT. I yield.
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Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
never could understand why the Sen-
ator from South Dakota keeps talking
about the building of any buildings with
borrowed money. We have receipts com-
ing into the Government. We do not
borrow all the money. We borrow only
the difference between the receipts and
the expenditures.

Mr. MUNDT. At a time when we are
already running into the red, the addi-
tional money has to be borrowed.

Mr. MAGNUSON. It would not have
to be borrowed.

Mr. MUNDT. It is either borrowed or
manufactured.

Mr, MAGNUSON. One hundred and
fifty million dollars of receipts came in
recently. That money can be used for
the next fiscal year.

Mr. MUNDT. That is not enough to
balance the budget.

Mr, MAGNUSON. The Senator is cor-
rect. However, we borrow the difference
between the receipts and the expendi-
ture. About 3 percent of the amount
would have to be borrowed.

Mr. MUNDT. This has to be borrowed
because it is added to a deficit already
created.

The President called the members of
the Appropriations Committee down to
the White House and said: “Please spend
less money.” Here is a chance to work
with the President in repairing the
budget.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The President did
not say any such thing. He called on
private industry to curtail expenditures.

Mr. MUNDT. He called the members
of the Appropriations Committee to the
White House. The Senator was there.

Mr. MAGNUSON. He said: “Don’t in-
vest in capital expenditures that ean be
put aside for a certain period of time.”

Mr. MUNDT. Ezxpenditures such as
these two buildings.

Mr, MAGNUSON. When we get right
down to it, the whole argument is that
it is not borrowed money. It is a ques-
tion of whether it is good economy to set
aside this particular substructure of the
FBI Building. We have already spent
$11 million for the land and other things
that we had to do there. That is all that
the vote is about.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, do I
have any time remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire has 4 minutes
remaining,

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I yield
i r'r:umrte to the Senator from South Da-

ota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota is recognized
for 1 additional minute.

Mr. MUNDT. We have made the issue
pretty clear now. Those Senators who
believe that we have this excess money
to spend and it is not borrowed should
vole “nay,” and those who agree with
me that we will have to pay this high
rate of interest on this money, when the
budget is not balanced, should vote
:4yea|'n

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. COTTON. I am ready to yield
back my time and vote, if the Senator
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BO.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the

t'iml?«ﬂtm‘;;or from Washington yield back his
e

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from New
Hampshire. The yeas and nays have
bir:«an]J ordered, and the clerk will eall the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
AxpErson], the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. BARTLETT], the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. Byrpl, the Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel, the Senator
from Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER], the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RuUsseLL],
and the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
TypinGs] are absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. HavypEN] and the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. HiLL] are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
BarTLETT], the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. HiLn]l, and the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. Typines] would each vote
“my.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr, BENNETT] is ab-
sent because of illness.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. MILLER]
iz necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Utah [Mr. BeENNETT] and the Sena-
tor from Iowa [Mr. MiLLER] would each
vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 51,
nays 37, as follows:

[No. 186 Leg.]
YEAS—b51
Alken Harris Pearson
Boggs Hlickenlooper Pell
Byrd, Va. Javits Prouty
Cannon Jordan, N.C.  Proxmire
Carlson Jordan, Idaho Randolph
Case Kennedy, Mass, Robertson
Church EKennedy, N.¥Y. Russell, B.C.
Clark Lausche Saltonstall
Cotton McGovern Beott
Dirksen McIntyre Simpson
Dominick Metcalf Symington
Douglas Mondale Talmadge
Ervin Morton Thurmond
Fannin Mundt Tower
Fulbright Murphy ‘Williams, Del,
Griffin Nelson Young, N. Dak.
Gruening Pastore Young, Ohio
NAYS—37
Allott Holland Montoya
Bass Morse
Bayh Inouye Moss
Bible Jackson Muskie
Brewster Kuchel Ribicoff
Burdick Long, Mo. Smathers
Cooper Long, La. Smith
Curtis gnuson Sparkman
Dodd Mansfleld Stennis
Eastland MeCarthy Williams, N.J.
Fong McClellan Yarborough
Hart ee
Hartke Monroney
NOT VOTING—12
Anderson Ellender Miller
Bartlett Gore Neuberger
Bennett Hayden Russell, Ga.
Byrd, W.Va. Hill Tydings
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So the amendment of Mr. CoTToN was
agreed to.

.Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 41, following line 25, insert the
following:

“COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT TRAINING PROGRAMS

“For matching grants to States for au-
thorized training and related activities, and
for expenses of providing technical assist-
ance to State and local governmental or pub-
lic bodies (including studies and publication
of information), as authorized by title VIII
of the Housing Act of 1964 (20 U.8.C. 801-
805), to remain avallable until expended,
$5,150,000: Provided, That not to exceed
$150,000 of this appropriation shall be avail-
able for administrative expenses.”

Mr. CLARE. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

This amendment is cosponsored by
Senators BREWSTER, HART, HARTKE, KEN-
nEpy of Massachusetts, KENnEpy of New
York, Moss, MUSKIE, PROXMIRE, RIBICOFF,
Dobp, JaviTs, CasE, WirLiams of New Jer-
sey, McCARTHY, NELSON, ScorT, GRIFFIN,
Loxng of Missouri, YARBOROUGH, MONDALE,
InouxE, Younc of Ohio, and MoRSE.

Mr. President, this is an administration
amendment. I am proposing it at the
request of the Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment. The purpose of the amendment
is to fund an authorization unanimously
adopted by the Commiftee on Banking
and Currency as a part of the Housing
Act of 1964, passed without controversy
by the House of Representatives, passed
without controversy by the Senate, and
signed by the President. Both last year
and this year, for reasons quite obscure
to me, the Committees on Appropriations
of both bodies have refused to appro-
priate 1 cent for this duly authorized
program.

The purpose of the program is to make
available to the States on a matching
grant basis $5,150,000 for the purpose of
assisting State, local, and other govern-
mental bodies in training technical and
professional personnel in the community
development field. These are individ-
uals whose skills are in short supply—as I
can testify as chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Manpower, Employment, and
Poverty. From all over the Nation we
are receiving complaints from local oper-
ating officials about their need for more
trained manpower to operate their pro-
grams of community development. Ex-
perts are badly needed in every field from
transit to housing, and from urban re-
development to zoning, if our efforts to
rebuild our cities and metropolitan areas
are to succeed.

These governmental units need more
code enforcement officers, relocation spe-
cialists, public housing managers, neigh-
borhood center staff workers, and land
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acquisition specialists, to name but a few
of the skills in critical demand. There
are presently no training programs to
meet this very specialized need. The
Higher Education Act does not cover
them. The Manpower Development
Training Act does not do the job. The
poverty programs are too minimal.

The final report of the National Com-
mission on Technology, Automation, and
Economic Progress issued earlier this
year made it clear that our public man-
power needs in the next decade are great,
and are not being filled.

Mr. President, I think that is about all
I need to say on the amendment.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Pennsylvania yield for
a question?

Mr. CLARK. I have promised to yield
to the Senator from Connecticut. After
that, I shall be happy to yield to the
Senator from Florida.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Is it not true that the
bill provides for $642,392,000 in appro-
priations for the Department of Housing
and Urban Development.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.
How will we be able to administer the
program if we do not have the skilled
personnel to do it?

Mr. RIBICOFF. Is it not also true
that one of the greatest problems facing
the Nation today, one that is in the head-
lines of every newspaper across the coun-
try, is the great turmoil of the cities of
America? Is it not only the large cities
and the metropolitan areas, but also
cities such as Omaha, Nebr.; Lansing,
Mich.; and Cicero, Ill., that today are
really “on fire”?

Mr. CLARK. Also Bridgeport, Conn.,
and Hartford, Conn.—and a score of
other cities including Reading, Pa.; Al-
lentown, Bethlehem, Easton, and the
like. The Senator is obviously correct.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the
committee recommendations do not pro-
vide funds for one important program—
grants for community development
training. As the problems of local gov-
ernment have become more complicated,
so has the governmental machinery to
solve them. And mno machinery—no
matter how sophisticated—can work
without trained people to administer the
programs and deal with the problems of
our cities.

The money we appropriate—the pro-
grams we authorize to deal with the
problems of urban America—will be of
little avail without trained people with
technical knowledge at the local level.
By 1980, the Nation will need about
400,000 trained specialists working in
American cities. Unless we begin to help
those people now, they will not be there.

We hear much today about the need
for effective cooperation between Fed-
eral, State, and local governments. If
the Federal Government is not to carry
the responsibility for doing most of the
job in our cities—and I do not believe
any of us want that—then we must take
steps to make sure that city and local
governments can contribute their share
of the work.

No other Federal training program
meets this need. Forty-three States have
already indicated their interest in this
proposal—and 20 States have already
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drawn up preliminary plans. In faet,
there has never been any organized op-
position to this program.

‘Through appropriations and legisla-
tion Congress has voted year after year,
the Federal Government is spending
some $25 billion directly or indirectly in
the cities of America. These are Federal
funds designed to help the cities in the
national interest. If these funds are not
being administered efficiently and effec-
tively, then are we not wasting large
sums of money which the taxpayers are
paying for through their tax bills year
in and year out?

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.
How can anyone administer a program
without skilled personnel?

Mr, RIBICOFF. Is it not also true, as
every Senator realizes, that much of our
time is spent with representatives of
cities who are not familiar with the
many programs the Federal Government
has set for them? We recognize that
there is a lack of information and a lack
of technical skill at the local level which
in turn places this work upon the re-
spective staffs of Senators connected with
problems of cities and the Federal
Government.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator from Con-
necticut probably has the same experi-

ence I do; namely, that people come in

from local school districts, from the local
housing authority, and from the county
authority, who seem to be absolutely at
a loss to know where to go in Washing-
ton. They do not understand the pro-
grams. They do understand that money
is available, but they do not know how
to go about getting it.

This amendment would give them an
opportunity to get an adequate, minimal,
and primary training so that they would
know tomorrow far more than they know
today.

Mr., RIBICOFF. 1Is it not correct fo
say that one of the problems regarding
Federal programs, at least the problems
in the cities, is that the Federal agencies
in the cities sometimes are not even
aware of the duplication in programs
which takes place; that with all the
money being spent in the cities, we
should at least know how the money is
being spent and how we can make the
best use of it, and not waste the Federal
dollars which are being spent in the
cities. We would be short-sighted in not
assuring the proper utilization of Fed-
eral dollars going into the cities of
America.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.
They come into my office and talk to me
about those things. I held two seminars
in eastern and western Pennsylvania to
acquaint local personnel in the State and
local governments with the various Fed-
eral programs, so that they can make
intelligent application to get their share
of the money. Very often, they did not
know what I was talking about.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Is it not true that
the Senate, if it really wishes to save
money, should demand full value out of
every Federal dollar given to a commu-
nity? But how can they actually han-
dle those expenditures which we vote
without wasting them, if the communi-
ties do not know what is expected of
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them, or how to handle the money which
is being spent in the cities of America?
We are spending billions of dollars in
America, but they are not being used
effectively. The time has come for us
to realize that if we are to appropriate
Federal dollars in the cities of America,
at least we should have the necessary
personnel to know how to spend that
money wisely.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is correct.
I point out for the benefit of my friends
from primarily rural States, that this
money will be helpful and useful to them,
too. There is hardly an area in America
today where community facilities are not
in short supply, and the personnel nec-
essary to operate them. There are many
rural counties which will benefit from
this program.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Absolutely. We are
talking about cities, but we are not talk-
ing about metropolitan areas only. We
are talking about every city, every small
town, because the bills that Congress
passes and all these facilities, really, are
utilized by every city in America regard-
less of their size. There is not a State
in the Nation which does not have a city
which is a beneficiary of Federal pro-
grams.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is quite
correct. I want to thank the Senator for
his helpful intervention, because he is
about to hold what I believe to be some
of the most progressive hearings ever
held on the needs of the cities. I am
sure that he will find, in the course of
those hearings, that this kind of legisla-
tion is vitally important in meeting the
crises of the cities.

Mr. RIBICOFF.  May I add one point.
We had better recognize, for the survival
,of the Nation, that we are going through
one of the great crises in the entire his-
tory of the United States. We would be
short sighted, indeed, if we did not rec-
ognize that a revolution is taking place
in America today.

Indeed, it is a revolution which is tak-
ing place in America. There is lack of
coordination between Federal bureaus
and Federal agencies whose programs
affect urban America.

Since we will spend this money, we
should spend it efficiently and wisely.

I commend the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania for taking the leadership in getting
skilled personnel to spend the money that
we in the Federal Government are send-
ing into the cities of America.

Mr. CLARK. Again, Ithank my friend
from Connecticut for his helpful inter-
vention.

Mr., MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Pennsylvania yield?

Mr. CLARK. I had promised to yield
to the Senator from Florida, but I see
that he waves his hand at me, and I
am therefore happy to yield to the Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from Pennsylvania for
offering his amendment. I join him as
a cosponsor of it.

I want to endorse everything the Sen-
ator from Connecticut [Mr. RIBICOFF]
has just said. I should like to make the
plea to the chairman of the committee
to agree to take the amendment to con-
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ference, because here is an amendment
that will save, in my judgment, the tax-
payers’ money many times over the so-
called cost of the amendment. So far
as the funds for it are concerned, it will
also result in much sounder planning
programs.

The Senator from New York [Mr.
JaviTs] is in the Chamber, as well as the
Senator from Pennsylvania. They are
both members of my Subcommittee on
Education. I know that in this field, too,
particularly in connection with rural
areas, we have agreed to go along with
the recommendation—and they will be
bringing it to the floor of the Senate in
due course of time—in which we will be
advancing money to school districts and
areas at the local level in order to give
greater assurance that the planning they
do will be good planning and will involve
a wise expenditure of those funds, which
they are going to get in any event.

If we really are to have wise spending,
we should support the amendment of
the Senator from Pennsylvania.

I wish that the chairman of the com-
mittee would agree to take the amend-
ment to conference because I think it is
one of the soundest amendments from
the standpoint of saving the taxpayers'
money that can be offered.

Mr. CLARK. I completely agree with
my friend from Oregon. Let me say,
for his benefit, that last year, the admin-
istration asked for $10 million. This
year, they ask for $5 million plus. Last
year, the genial, attractive, and able
chairman of the committee agreed to
take to conference the $4 million appro-
priation. This year, however, to my
deep regret, his heart is as stone, and I
have been unable to persuade him to go
along. ;

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, if
the Senator from Pennsylvania will yield
to me on my own time——

Mr. CLARK. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Washington. Let me
say to him that, of course, I was speak-
ing in light vein.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Iam speaking now
on my own time. I have handled many
of these bills. A bill is not always the
way I want it. I did not write it. I am
a servant of the committee, and of a ma-
jority of the committee. I try to be the
best advocate I can for the committee’s
viewpoint. Now, personally, I think this
is not too bad a program and would be
willing to try it again with the House;
but, personally, I could not speak that
way for the committee. The House has
turned it on three previous oceasions.

The Senate has considered it in pre-
vious supplemental requests.

Mr. CLARK. The Senate committee
is improving. Last year we took a sub-
stantial amount to conference. My
recollection is that, since it was in the
Housing Act of 1964, this is only the third
time.

Mr. MAGNUSON. If there is any-
thing the House is adamant on, it is on
this item. We had a long discussion
about it. The testimony of Secretary
Weaver on this matter is not very en-
lightening to the members of the com-
mittee as to what is being done. Only
two States have gone ahead with some
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kind of agenda or vague layout as to how
they are going to operate. One of the
States is California. The Secretary has
quoted that State as having determined
an individual approach. The other pro-
posal is from North Carolina.

Forty-three States have indicated an
interest in participating. The interest is
that there might be a grant for them,
but they have done very little to start
a counterproposal within their own
States to take advantage of a grant.

Mr. CLARK. How can they, without
Federal money, I ask?

Mr. MAGNUSON. This is a grant.
The States can set up their programs and
obligate themselves to a certain starting
amount, and then the Federal Govern-
ment will come in and see what their pro-
gram is. This is why many members of
the committee felt they just did not know
what was going to be done and that they
should not lay out Federal money and
say, “Here it is. Go ahead and get some-
thing ready,” when the States have not
shown hardly any initiative,

As far as the testimony is concerned,
it did not show that the States were ready
to participate. This is the best way I
can relate what happened in the com-
mittee., There may be States that are
ready and could participate, but have
not given testimony.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, with due
deference to my able friend from Wash-
ington, I have read the testimony of
Secretary Weaver, of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development. I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the Recorbp a list of 43 States
which have indicated an interest in de-
veloping training programs, starting, al-
phabetically, with Alabama, and going
through to Wyoming. '

There being no objection, the list was

ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:
STATES INDICATING INTEREST IN DEVELOPING
TRAINING PROGRAMS
Alaska, Arkansas,
Connecticut, Delaware, District of Columbia,
Florida, Georgia, Hawail, Idaho, Illinois, In-
diana, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louislana,
Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Minnesota, Mississippl, Missouri, Montana,
Nebraska, Nevada, New Hampshire, New
Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Caro-
lina, North Dakota, Ohlo, Oklahoma, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, Puerto Rico, Rhode Island,
South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee,
Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virgin Islands, Wash-
ington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyo-~
ming.

Mr. CLARK. I also ask unanimous
consent to have printed at this point
in the Recorp a list of 20 States which
have actually applied for training as-
sistance. Both lists came from the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment. .

There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

STATE APPLICATIONS FOR TRAINING ASSISTANCE
[State, agency preparing plan, and stage of
application]

California: University of California, Pre-
liminary plan received.

Georgia: University of Georgla, Prelim-
inary plan received.

Alabama, California,




August 10, 1966

Illinois: Board of Economic Development,
Preliminary plan received.

Iowa: State Development Commission,
State-wide meetings and discussions in prog-
Tess.

Kansas: Eansas State Unlversity, State
plan being compiled.

Kentucky: University of Kentucky. State
plan being developed.

Massachusetts: Department of Commerce
and Development, Plan belng developed.

Michigan: Department of Economic Ex-
pansion, Perliminary proposals received.

Minnesota: University of Minnesota, State
plan belng compiled.

Missouri: Administrative Assistant for
Urban Affairs, Preliminary plan submitted.

Nebraska: Chief, Board of Nebraska Re-
sources, State plan being compiled.

New Jersey: Department of Conservation
and Economic Development, State-wide dis-
cussions in progress.

New York: The State Education Depart-
ment, State plan being compiled.

North Carolina: Department of Conserva-
tion and Development, Preliminary plan
submitted.

Ohio: Ohio Board of Regents, State-wide
meetings held.

Oklahoma: University of Oklahoma, Pre-
liminary plan received.

Pennsylvania: State Planning Board,
State-wide discussions underway.

Tennessee: Commissioner of the Depart-
ment of Finance and Administration, State-
wide discussions underway.

Washington: Director, Department of
Commerce and Economic Development,
State-wide discussions underway.

West Virginia: Department of Commerce,
State-wide discussions underway.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that Secretary
Weaver's full statement made before the
committee on this subject be printed in
the Recorp at this point. It was made
approximately 40 days ago. Perhaps in
40 days some States have shown some
interest, or perhaps he has been father
to the thought.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SECRETARY ROBERT C. WEAVER

The next item, Mr, Chairman, deals with
the Community Development Training Pro-
gram authorized by title VIII of the Housing
Act of 1964. For this purpose the budget
request was $5 million plus $150,000 for ad-
ministrative expenses. The House allowed
nothing.

I feel most strongly that this very valu-
able and badly needed program should be
given a fair test. I appeal to this Commit-
tee to consider—for example—the hundreds
upon hundreds of millions of dollars which
the Federal Government itself is putting
into our cities, towns, countles, and metro-
politan areas. Yet the end result—the
achievement of the Federal objectives In
these is most often in the hands
of local officials; as indeed It should be.
Local administration, like administration
anywhere, is only as good as the people who
are performing it. This program is designed
to augment and upgrade the local officials
who carry out Federally-assisted and related
local programs. Such action is long overdue
and will facilitate more effective utilization
of public expenditure, especially those
funded in part by the Federal Government.
It iIs a prudent and timely investment.

I know from my own travels, and from
conversations I have almost daily, that se-
curing and developing qualified staffs are a
problem in cities and other local govern-
ments all over this country. It is an acute
problem. It is an important problem to the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

local people, and it is an important problem
to the Federal Government as long as we
have these many, complex and important
programs which under our system are and
should be administered by local units of
government. I invite the Senators on this
Committee to think about their own States.
How many cities can you think of which
have an adequate staff of skilled semi-pro-
fessional and professional workers to pro-
duce the kind and gquality of local adminis-
tratlon you think desirable? How many,
especially, have an adequate supply of well-
trained young people coming along, who
have chosen local government as a career?
The fact is that most of them are engaged in
a fruitless struggle, hiring people away from
each other.

We urgently need to do something to in-
crease and especlally to upgrade the sup-
ply of trained people in the various skills
involved in urban development. I do not
mean to suggest that the Community De-
velopment Training program we are propos-
ing will solve the whole problem; of course,
it will not. But it will make a valuable con~
tribution. And it will stir up other interest
and activity. I predict that its effects will
be felt on a far greater scale than the rela-
tively modest appropriation might suggest.

I get the impression, Mr. Chairman, that
the House Committee has been reluctant to
fund this program for fear it will get to be
some sort of political grab-bag for city hall.
I honestly think there is no reason to fear
such a result. The law requires the Governor
to designate a responsible State agency to
supervise the program. The State Agency
must formulate a program, which the Secre-
tary must approve. That program must spell
out in detail how the States plan to admin-
ister their training; who will perform the
training and how the trainees are to be
selected; how the money is to be spent and
accounted for. The whole operation will be
conducted subject to the scrutiny of the De-
partment and of the Congress. I am sure
that there are adequate safeguards against
abuses.

We recommend this approach, and we
believe it will produce valuable results. The
Congress agreed. I do not recall that it was
seriously objected to In either House. Yet
it has never moved, for lack of funds. To
me it does not make sense to let the program
lie still-born, when the problem is so wide-
spread and the cost is so small, I urge this
Committee to give this program a fair try.
After all, the Department will be back before
you every year. If the p doesn’t
work—an eventuality I do not anticipate—
the Congress can cut it off at any time. But
let us not let it lie dead upon the statute
books. I hope, and I strongly urge, that this
Committee add the §5 million appropriation
requested for this purpose to the pending
bill,

Estimate, $5,150,000; proposed by Com-
mittee $-0—-; in Act $-0-.

(House hearings, pt. 2, pp. 836-842)

Page 44, after line 14, insert the following:
“COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT TRAINING FROGRAMS

“For matching grants o States for train-
ing and related activities and for expenses of
providing technical assistance to State and
local governmental or public bodies (includ-
ing studies and publications of information),
as authorized by title VIII of the Housing Act
of 1964 (20 U.S.C. 801-805), $5,150,000 to re-
main available until expended: Provided,
That not to exceed $150,000 of this appropria-
tion shall be available for administrative ex-
penses.”

The estimate, and $5,150,000 above the
amount allowed by the House Committee.

House report
(Pertinent excerpts, H. Rept. No. 1477, p. 18)
Community Devel nt Training Pro-
grams.—The budget this year again pa-opmes
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a program of grants for training programs in
community development. On three previous
occasions the Committee has denled requests
for funds for this and has not ap-
proved the $5,150,000 budgeted for this
purpose.

Justification

There is no substitute for trained, fully
gualified public servants. Each year the
many financial assistance programs of the
Btate and Federal governments are at work
in cities, towns, counties and metropolitan
areas throughout the country. In the final
analysis, the success or failure of these pro-
grams rests squarely in the hands of the local
governmental bodies which all too frequently
are under-staffed with under-trained per-
sonnel.

Local governments which are trylng to
recruit qualified individuals to staff expand-
ing urban development programs, many of
them Federally financed, are confronted with
a critical shortage of qualified individuals
for positions in city planning, finance, engi-
neering, traffic and transportation, and the
up-dating and enforcement of building codes
and zoning ordinances.

The Community Development Training
program was enacted in 1964 in response to
the finding by the Congress “that the rapid
expansion of the Natlon's urban areas and
urban populations have caused severe prob-
lems in urban and suburban development
and created a mational need to (1) provide
special training in skills needed for economic
and efficlent community development . . .”
In passing this legislation the Congress rec-
ognized a Federal responsibility for taking
action on a National problem which was, at
least in part, a product of the growth of
Federal programs to ald local governments,

At the time of the enactment of the
Housing Act of 1964, it was pointed out that
there were thousands of unfilled professional
and technical positions in local govern-
ment—the situation has not improved. It
has, in fact, deteriorated. Current estimates
of local government's requirements indicate
that the need for professional and technical
stafl will increase by 40 percent in this dec-
ade. Moreover, by 1980 it is estimated that
local governments will need to have five pro-
fessional and technical employees for every
three that they had in 1960—this would re-
quire approximately 400,000 individuals.

Although the Community Development
Training p cannot be the panacea for
all the training and recruiting problems of
local government, it can provide a start
toward the goal of up-grading the skills of
present local employees through in-service
training and it can furnish an incentive
which is needed to attract young people to
a career in local government.

Program Description

This program of matching grants to States
will assist them to strengthen the capability
of local governments. The States will bear
responsibility for the development of plans
and programs to meet these training and
recruiting needs. Once completed, State
plans must be submitted to the Department.

State plans will include:

(1) The objectives of the plan and the
proposed uses to which the requested funds
would be put.

(2) The method by which the State would
provide its share of the matching funds.

(8) A system for providing adequate fiscal
controls and accounting

(4) A procedure for provlding t.he Secre-
tary with such reports as he may deem
necessary.

(6) The designation of a responsible State
agency or officer who will administer the
program.

In developing and carrying out these

States shall be encouraged to work
with local governmental bodles, public and
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private colleges and universities and, where
they exist, urban studies centers.
Development of State programs

Forty-three States have indicated a serious
interest in particlpating in this program. It
appears that twenty of the States will be far
enough advanced in their development of
State programs to file formal applications for
Federal grants during the fiscal year, if
funds are made available.

California proposals

Although 1t is expected that each state
will take its own individual approach to its
needs and program, the plans under develop-
ment in California may be taken as {llustra-
tive.

(1) Problems in Urban Development.—A
brief but intensive course for personnel who
make major policy decisions affecting devel-
opment.

(2) Current Technigues and Methods of
Fiscal and Administrative Management.—A
part-time continuing course for city and
county managers as well as budget and fi-
nance officers offering up-to-date informa-
tion about new techniques and systems of
urban management.

(8) Administration of Zoning, Building
and Housing Codes.—Short courses for codes
personnel introducing current methods and
procedures.

California will provide training in a varlety
of ways including one to three-day insti-
tutes offered by the University of California
Extension Division, the State College Sys-
tem, and the University of Southern Cali-
fornia and expansion of extension courses
to include courses for municlpal personnel.

In cooperation with the League of Citles
and the County Supervisors Assoclation, the
University and the State Colleges will orga-
nize a small traveling faculty which will
offer short training programs in urban devel-
opment in several parts of the State.

The California program contemplates
Initial activities headquartered at ten differ-
ent institutions in nine cities with extension
programs in more than a score of other com-
munities.  The program is being developed
by a broadly representative committee ap-
pointed by the Governor, including repre-
sentatives of various levels of State and local
government and public and private educa-
tional institutions. Necessary administra-
tive and accounting procedures are also in
preparation.

North Carolina Proposals

As a second example, the North Carolina
program identifies a need, based on a ques-
tionnaire survey, for training in 17 special-
ties. Another questionnaire identified the
State and local agencles and academic insti-
tutions in the State which could participate
in providing the needed training. The pre-
liminary State plan reflects the meeds and
resources identified in these surveys.

‘North Carolina has attached the highest
priority to establishing the following training
programs:

(1) Code Inspection Training.—Tralning
sessions for code inspectors to be established
by the North Carolina League of Munlcl-
palities.

(2) Uses of data processing and methods
of analysis in urban planning —Short courses
of intensive instruction for professional city
and regional planners.

(8) Techniques of Transporiation Plan-
ning.—Instruction for municipal planners
and highway officials in planning community
Wﬂﬂn systems,

- Administrative Expenses

The appropriation and limitation of
$150,000 for administrative expenses for the
first full year's operation of the program is
based on a staff of 10 to initiate and admin-
ister this program; a program director, 6 pro-
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fesslonal and technical staff members, and 3
clerical and supporting positions.

The functions to be performed by this staff
will include:

(1) Advising states on Federal require-
ments for participating in the program and
providing professional and technical advice
on the development and initlation of state
plans.

(2) Developing policies and detailed pro-
cedure for the operation of the program, in-
cluding application and contract forms and
Instructions, eligibility criteria, and the like,

(3) Reviewing applications for grants and
accompanying state plans for conformity
with program and budgetary requirements.

(4) Reviewing state programs in progress
to assure they are being carried out in accord-
ance with approved state plans and Federal
requirements.

(5). Evaluating experience under state pro-
grams and research activities and analyzing,
abstracting and preparing for distribution
material of value as technical assistance to
states and units of local government, as
authorized by the Act.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld?

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, before I
yvield to the Senator from New York, I
ask for the yeas and nays on my amend-
ment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Pennsylvania
has expired.

Mr. CLARK. Mr, President, I ask for
time on the bill.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
vield 2 or 3 or 5 minutes from the time
on the bill to the Senator from New
York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to
support the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Crarg]l. I do not think he should
be discouraged, because the times are
catching up with the vital issues and
problems involved. The Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Risicorr] is to begin
hearings with relation to what is to be
done with respect to the cities and their
problems.

In my opinion, there are four or five
issues which will determine the next
election: Vietnam, the high cost of living
or inflation, riots in the streets, the eivil
rights struggle, and what to do about our
cities.

Unless we have the brains and the ex-
perts to be assigned to cope with the
managing of the problems and provide
the means for doing so, we will be
charged with bankruptey and failure in
the Congress. We know that only
trained people can cope with these prob-
lems in the cities.

In New York City, even with the local
pride we have, we had to reach out to
Philadelphia and New Haven for experts.
This is true of other cities. So we need
not be chauvinistic about it. If we do
not provide the funds we cannot have
the personnel to administer the new
program.

We must keep pressing for it. There
may be frustrating defeats, but sooner or
later it will catch up even with the House
of Representatives.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I am
ready to yield back my time, if the Sena-
tor from Washington is.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I think we all un-
derstand what this is about and what
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we are presenting on behalf of the com-
mittee.

I yield back my time.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, before
the Senator does so, will the Senator
yvield for a question?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. KUCHEL. I observe that in the
discussion of the committee, the State of
California is singled out as an example
of a State government which not only
has a plan but has implemented that
plan and is making progress with respect
to the whole field of training people in
community development programs. Is
my understanding correct?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. The Secre-
tary stated that 43 States had indicated
an interest, but California and North
Carolina have done something about it.

Mr. President, I received a letter from
the chairman of the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee in which he urges
adoption of this item, and I ask unani-
mous consent to have that letter placed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

U.S. SENATE,

.COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY,

July 28, 1966.

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,

Chairman, Independent Offices Subcommit-
tee, Commitiee on Appropriations, U.S.
Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: As you probably
know, the Administration is urging prompt
action on its proposal to give to the Fed-
eral Agencles which supervise the operation
of financial institutions, additional regula-
tory powers in the matter of issuing cease
and desist orders when irregularities in the
operation of a bank or savings and loan
assoclation have been discovered, but short
of the drastic action of closing the insti-
tution at a loss possibly to the government
on Insured accounts as well as to stock-
holders and shareholders. After volumi-
nous hearings, I prepared a substitute bill
for the Administration bill previously in-
troduced by request and I have scheduled
hearings on that substitute bill for 10 a.m.,
Tuesday, August 2nd.

The importance of acting promptly on that
bill is such that I will be unable to attend
& meeting of your Subcommittee on Inde-
pendent Offices when you mark up that bill.
I am, therefore, writing to indicate my in-
terest in an item in the House Bill of $5
million for the Housing and Urban Depart-
ment to make grants to the States for train-
ing programs, ete. Please record me as being
in favor of retaining that item in the Senate
bill and should an effort in the Subcommit-
tee be made to ellminate the item, please
announce to my Senate colleagues that the
multiplicity of problems out of
urban development convince me that the
proposed new program is a sound one and
should have our support.

With kind personal regards, I am,

Bincerely yours,
A, WILLIS ROBERTSON.

Mr. CLARK.

Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Iyield.

Mr. CLAREK. The chairman of the
Banking and Currency Committee is
present. on the floor. He can speak for
himself,

Mr. MAGNUSON. Ilooked but did not
see him.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, the
position of the chairman of the Com-
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mittee on Banking and Currency is that
he felt more money was provided than
should be. He was advised by friends
in the State of Virginia that if we trained
these people more, it would be a good
investment.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I did not disagree,
but Secretary Weaver said that only 43
States had expressed an interest, and 2
States had done something about it.
What he told the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania I do not know.

Mr. RIBICOFF, Mr. President will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Iyield.

Mr. RIBICOFF. It is not a question
of the States expressing interest. There
has developed and is developing a direct
relationship between the Federal Gov-
ernment and cities. The mayors of cities
‘come to the Federal Government now,
and not to the States. That is the dif-
ference.

The Senator from New York [Mr. Jav-
1rs] made a good point. He pointed out
that when the mayor of the largest city
in this country wanted to get personnel,
he had to raid talent from other sections
of the United States. I know he raided
my own city of New Haven, and he raided
the city of Philadelphia.

Mr. CLARK. New Haven had its top
man stolen by Mayor Lindsay.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Not yet, but he is on
the way to doing it.

Mr. CLARK. And he stole the police
commissioner of Philadelphia,

Mr. RIBICOFF. It is like a game of
musical chairs. The city of Boston got
hold of an urban expert who came from
New Haven.

A new mayor of New York is elected.
He wants a good job done. So he goes to
Boston and tries to get the man who
originally went from New Haven to Bos-
ton, to come to New York. If a problem
arises in Los Angeles, the home of the
distinguished Senator from California,
they will be looking around at New York
and New Haven, to try to take the people
away from New Haven and New York.

So we have a constant blowing up of
higher and higher salaries, as one city
raids another all over America. The
reason for the raiding is the lack of
trained personnel.

So the point the Senator from Penn-
sylvania makes, and makes so cogently
and well, is that we should have enough
personnel to do the job in our big cities
of America, without the necessity of one
city raiding another for the handful of
trained men.

It is not a question, any more, of only
involving the States. We have set up
these programs for a direct relationship
between the Federal Government and the
cities; and we should recognize that.
The Senator from Oregon makes a very
good point. He recognizes, in the job
that he holds as chairman of a most im-
portant subcommittee, that all the edu-
cation and training programs we have in
this entire Nation are wasted, and the
money we spend is not spent effectively if
we do not have qualified personnel to ad-
minister the programs. I say it is fool-
ish for us, as U.S. Senators, to appropri-
ate these billions and billions of dollars,
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if the programs are ineffective because
the men who administer them do not
know what they are all about. I think
the time has come for Congress to stop
and take a careful look, and then proceed
with great caution on some of these pro-
grams. I would much prefer to see Con-
gress vote $56 million for trained person-
nel before we vote $600 million, and
waste the money for lack of proper ad-
ministration. The cart is really being
put before the horse when we do other-
wise.

I am sure the hearings we will start
next Monday will show that billions of
dollars of Federal money are not always
effectively used because the people who
administer the programs do not under-
stand the programs or the problems in-
volved. I think the time has come that,
before we vote to spend these large sums
of money, we ought to make sure that
there are people who know how to
administer the programs.

I think it is tragie, in a bill such as
this, to appropriate $640 million, and at
the same time be unwilling to vote $5 mil-
lion for trained personnel to administer
the expenditure of those funds. We are
reaching a stage in the growth of our
cities, with 100 million additional people
expected by the year 2000, that we will
need 400,000 trained personnel to ad-
minister the cities; and yet, with all the
billions of dollars we vote, we are so
shortsighted as to fail to provide for
the trained personnel to administer those
billion-dollar programs we vote for, year
after year.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
must say I am sorry to hear all about this
kidnaping going on between the cities.
Maybe we should have a bill to prohibit
that. But what is involved here is the
question of whether the Federal Govern-
ment should make these grants to the
States, and only to the States, which in
turn can give the money to the cities,
when there is not any testimony to show
tha they have much of anything in the
way of plans for its use. That was the
general consensus of the committee, and
that is all I can say.

Mr, President, I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Al
time having been yielded back, the ques~
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Pennsylvania. On this
question, the yeas and nays have been
ordered. and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
BarTLETT], the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Bassl, the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. BayH], the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. Gorel, the Senator from
Oregon [Mrs. NEuBerGeR], and the Sen-
ator from Maryland [Mr. TypinNGs] are
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. HavpeN], the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. HiLL], the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. McCarTtHY], and the
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS]
are necessarily absent.
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I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. BayH] would vote “yea.”

Mr. EUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is ab-
sent because of illness.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. MiLLER]
and the Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. THURMOND] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dirx-
sEN] is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Utah [Mr, BennerT], the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. Dirksen], the Sena-
tor from Iowa [Mr. MiLLeEr]l, and the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
TrurMonND] would each vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 40,
nays 45, as follows:

[No. 197 Leg.]
YEAS—40
Boggs EKennedy, Mass. Pastore
Brewster Kennedy, N.Y. Pell
Burdick Long, Mo, Prouty
Case Long, La. Proxmire
Church Mansfield Ribicoff
Clark McGee Robertson
Dodd McGovern Scott
Douglas Metcall Smith
Griffin Mondale Sparkman
Hart Montoya ‘Willlams, N.J.
Hartke Morse Yarborough
Inouye Moss Young, Ohio
Jackson Muskie
Javits Nelson
NAYS—45
Aiken Fong Morton
Allott Fulbright Mundt
Anderson Gruening Murphy
Bible Harris Pearson
Byrd, Va. Hickenlooper Randolph
Byrd, W. Va. Holland Russell, 8.C,
Cannon Hruska Russell, Ga.
Carlson Jordan, N.C. Saltonstall
Cooper Jordan, Idaho Simpson
Cotton Kuchel Stennis
Curtis Lausche Symington
Dominick Magnuson Talmadge
Eastland MeClellan Tower
Ervin McIntyre Willlams, Del.
Fannin Monroney Young, N. Dak.
NOT VOTING—15
Bartlett Ellender Miller
Bass Gore Neuberger
Bayh Hayden Smathers
Bennett Hill Thurmond
Dirksen McCarthy Tydings
So Mr. Crarg's amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I send to
the desk an amendment and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 41,
following line 25, insert the following:
FELLOWSHIPS FOR CITY PLANNING AND URBAN

STUDIES

For fellowships for city planning and urban
studies as authorized by section 810 of the
Housing Act of 1964 (20 U.S.C. 811), $530,000:
Provided, That not to exceed $30,000 of this
appropriation shall be available for admin-
istrative expenses.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require, but I
say to my colleagues that I do not intend
to ask for a rolleall vote on this amend-
ment.
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The purpose of the amendment is to
fund section 810 of the Housing Act of
1064 which authorized the provision of
some desperately needed fellowships and
scholarships in the field of metropolitan
area, city, and, generally speaking, urban
planning. Experts in these fields are in
desperately short supply.

The Appropriations Committee, again,
for reasons obscure to me, has never been
willing to fund this authorization which
was approved by the Committees on
Banking and Currency of the House and
the Senate, passed by Congress, and
signed by the President.

I have no idea why they have not
funded this money. It is perfectly clear
that these people are desperately needed
and they are not now being trained in
adequate numbers.

I invite the attention of my friend, the
Senator from Connecticut, to this. As
one example, I serve as a member of the
Pennsylvania State Planning Board.

We had a vacancy in the office of ex-
ecutive director of the State planning
board. We were unable to find a quali-
fied individual in Pennsylvania. We
went outside of the State and finally
ended up hiring the city planning di-
rector of Nashville, Tenn. I have no
doubt that Nashville, Tenn., went down
the line and stole somebody else.

These people are in desperately short
supply. There are adequate schools of
city planning, urban planning, and
metropolitan area planning in which
these individuals can be trained.

Often they come from families of no
particular afluence. They are not able to
afford the graduate work necessary to get
a degree to enable them to qualify for the
available jobs.

The reason I am not calling for a roll-
call vote is that, to my deep and bitter
disappointment, this relatively minor
sum of $530,000 was not included in the
budget, and I have no particular con-
fidence that a sum can now be added to
this bill which was not in the budget.

I regret very much that the adminis-
tration took this point of view. I regret
even more that the colleciive hearts of
the members of the Committee on Ap-
propriations were again frozen.

I ask unanimous consent that the jus-
tification for the grant for fellowships for
city planning and urban studies, which
appeared in the House report in last
year’s appropriation bill may be printed
in full at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

FELLOWSHIPS FOR CITY PLANNING AND URBAN
Srupies

HOUSE REPORT
(Pertinent excerpts, H. Rept. 320, p. 11)
Justification
No funds were provided by the House and
the budget amendment proposes an appro-
priation of $580,000 of which $30,000 is for
administrative expenses. The appropriation
would allow the Agency to implement the
program as enacted in the House Act of 1964.
As indicated in the preceding section on
the Federal-State training programs, the
supply of professional and technical per-
sonnel is lagging far behind the rapidly ex-
panding needs of our urban centers.
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Title VIII of the Housing Act of 1064 en-
acted two new programs of Federal aid to
help meet these meeds—the Federal-State
training program and the program of fellow~
ships of city planning and urban studies.
The Federal-State tralning program, already
deseribed, is directed toward asslstance to
State programs of tralning and research in
subjects essential to orderly community de-
velopment. The program of fellowships for
city planning and urban studies, described
below, represents an effort to attract more
young students into careers in the field of
urban planning and development.

ACTION, the nonprofit organization con-
cerned with community development, re-
ported in a recent study “a prime need to
establish several hundred fellowships to sus-
tain talented graduate students in urban
renewal and redevelopment, public admin-
istration, urban transportation, housing and
land economiecs, and urban sociology (as well
as in urban planning * * *).”

University officials state that there are two
or three times as many qualified applicants
in urban development and planning as can
be supported through existing endowments.
Many for whom financial assistance cannot
be provided seek out other opportunities and
are lost to the growing field of urban plan-
ning and development.

There are now 35 schools offering graduate
degrees in city planning, and producing be-
tween 200 and 300 planners per year. It is
estimated that they could turn out twice
that number if sufficlent financlal aild to
students were available. Planning schools
cannot now get students in sufficlent num-
bers because other fields offer more and bet-
ter graduate fellowships. Three universities
expect to launch planning programs within
the next 2 years.

In addition to the emerging national in-
terest in the problems of urban
and growth, the Federal Government has a
very substantial financial stake in the com-
petence of planning and administration at
Btate and local government levels. The pru-
dent expenditure of large sums of Federal
funds depends first and most importantly
on the training and ability of local officials.
This consideration is mot limited to hous-
ing and urban renewal, but applies equally
to such major and diverse programs as high-
way development, airport construction, urban
mass transit, alr and water pollution control,
and many others. Federal interests, there-
fore, will be directly served by a program
to encourage talented students in institu-
tions of higher education to choose and pre-
pare themselves for careers in the wvarious
skills essential in urban planning and urban
development activities at the State and local
level.

Program description

The fellowships awarded under this pro-
gram will be for graduate study for eareers
in city and regional planning, housing, urban
renewal, and community development. Ap-
plications will be accepted for training in
public or private nonprofit institutions of
higher education having programs of grad-
uate study in the fleld of city planning or
in related fields, including architecture, civil
engineering, municipal finance, and public
administration.

Applicants will apply to the school of their
choice, and accredited institutions will sub-
mit a lmited number of applications to
HHFA. Students will not apply directly to
HHFA; applications will undergo a prelimi-
nary review by the school to which applica-
tion was made.

Persons will be selected for fellowships
solely on the basis of ability, and upon the
recommendations of the Urban Studies Fel-
lowship Advisory Board which is required to
be established by the authorizing law., The
Board, to be appointed by the Housing and
Home Finance Administrator, will consist of
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three persons from public institutions of
higher learning; three from private nonprofit
institutions, who are the heads of depart-
ments which provide academic courses ap-
propriately related to the fields in which
fellowships will be awarded; and three per-
sons from national organizations which are
directly concerned with problems relating to
urban, reglonal, and community develop-
ment.

It is expected that each fellowship award
will be for $3,000 and will be renewable for
a second year.

Fellowship grants

Section 810 of the Housing Act of 1964
authorizes annual appropriations of $500,000
for a 3-year period starting July 1, 1964.

The $500,000 appropriation requested for
fiscal 1966 will support 80 to 85 fellowships
of 3,000 per annum.,

Administrative erpenses

The appropriation and limitation of $30,000
for administrative expenses in fiscal year 1966
would provide a staffl of three employees to
institute and administer this program, This
staff would be employed in program policy
and procedural steps, informational activi-
ties, recelpt and analysis of proposals, and
the making of fellowship grants as provided
by the statute. The requested appropriation
would also cover the expenses of the Urban
Studies Advisory Board authorized in sec-
tion 810(b) of the act.

It is respectfully requested that the Sen-
ate amend the pending bill to provide $530,-
000 so the initial steps may be taken to im-
plement the program as authorized in the
Housing Act of 1964.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, may I
make a last plea for the last remaining
drop of compassion in the hearts of the
Senator from Colorado and the Senator
from Washington, in the hope that they
will take this to conference?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I suggest to the
Senator from Pennsylvania that it is dif-
ficult to woo us so quickly. If he had
started his courtship in this matter with
us in the committee and had made such
an eloquent plea to the committee, we
might have been susceptible at that time.

Mr, CLARK. I have been making love
to the Senator’s committee for 3 years.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I wish to say that
to me, this is a much more sensible ap-
proach—at least, in the field of plan-
ning—than the other approach. If we
would encourage a number of these peo-
ple to be highly trained, there would be
more available, They would all get jobs.

I hope that next year this item will be
in the budget. I should be glad to join in
a letter to the Budget director in this
respect.

1 believe it is much easier to do it this
way, to create these available schools
where the people could be trained in
these fields, because then they would be
employed by the cities and other places
that need them. The difficulty is that we
have too few schools that pay much at-
tention to this matter.

Mr. CLARK. Letmesaytotheﬂen-
ator from Washington that under the
proposed amendment we might frain 83
qualified ecity planners and the like in
various schools which are available. For
every city planner frained under this
amendment 10, 20, or 30 persons would
have to be trained to do the pick-and-
shovel work in the counties, cities, and
States. This is the problem to which the
other amendment was directed.
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Mr, MAGNUSON. I understand.

I must oppose the amendment, because
it is not in the budget, and we had no
chance to hear it. Although I believe it
is a good idea, on behalf of the commit-
tee I would have to suggest that we——

Mr. CLAREK. May I say to my good
friend, the Senator from Washington,
that the committee took it last year.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I wish to suggest
that I am representing the committee,
and I do not believe the committee would
allow me to come here and run the mat-
ter myself. They would be afraid that
Senators would get me to a point where
I would take everything, because I am
so impressed with some of these argu-
ments that I have to look around to find
the rock of Colorado, and I say: “Shall
we take this? No.”

Then I get back to the committee
again. SoIam in that position.

Mr. CLAREK. May I say, in all candor,
that if the other members of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations would only
follow the heart and mind of the Sen-
ator from Washington, we would all be
better off.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Iyield.

Mr. MONRONEY. I urge the Senator
from Washington to take this amount
to conference. It is not a large amount.
I believe it answers the reason why many
of us on the Appropriations Subcommit-
tee reluctantly had to vote against the
$5 million figure, because we did not be-
lieve that there were enough universities
offering opportunity for high-skill train-
ing in this particular field.

This would make a start. It would
encourage these universities to come for-
ward with programs and help to spread
opportunity to get some training, through
these universities, throughout the coun-
try.

I urge the chairman to take this
amount to conference, as a very able
start on a program that I believe will
grow and will be necessary in helping
our cities of the future.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
should like to do what my distinguished
friend, the Senator from Oklahoma, a
member of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, has suggested. I am impressed by
all these comments, but I have listened
all day to the anguish. The difficulty is
that this is not in the budget. We have
to be consistent.

Mr. CLARE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield briefly?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Iyield.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator just saved
$5,150,000 by refusing to take to con-
ference an authorization provided for in
the budget. I should think that an ap-
propriation equal to only 10 percent of
this item, which is only $530,000, would
still leave the Senator ahead.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Or we can take out
of the urban renewal program a few
hundred thousand dollars.

Mr. CLARK. Half a million dollars.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Iyleld.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I
should like to make inquiry on a matter
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that is not immediately connected with
the subject discussed by the Senator from
Pennsylvania.

To my office have come representatives
of a beryllium company in Ohio. These
representatives state that in Montana,
Ohio, and North Carolina are beryllium
plants operated by private enterprise.
They contend that the Atomic Energy
Commission has now established an in-
house manufacture of its own of beryl-
Hum.

Is there any discussion of that subject
in this bill?

Mr. MAGNUSON. No. We do not
have that. That will be in the appro-
priation for public works.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Washington yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. I am prepared to take
up the Senator from Washington on his
suggestion——

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator allow us to complete this
discussion?

Mr. CLARK. I thought the Senator
from Ohio had finished.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator from
North Carolina is interested in my
subject.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I share
the views expressed by my good friend,
the Senator from Ohio. I believe that
it is unsound for us to tax private enter-
prise, to assist the Atomic Energy Com-
mission or NASA to operate, and then for
NASA or the Atomie Energy Commission
to go into competition with free enter-
prise.

I hope that no appropriation bill will
come here in which either of those
agencies will be authorized to go into
competition with private enterprise, in
a field which private enterprise is fitted
to fill adequately.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. May I ask the Sena-
tor from Montana whether it has come
to his attention, from a privately oper-
ated beryllium plant in Montana, that
the Government of the United States has
started to manufacture beryllium on its
own, practically creating an absolutely
insurmountable impediment to the abil-
ity of these private enterprises to con-
tinue in existence?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.
There is a beryllium research plant at
Anaconda, Mont., where the big smelter
is. 'The Anaconda Co. has beryllium
which it acquires from deposits in Utah.
It was spending a lot of its own money
developing this project, which was very
necessary, I understand, under the
atomic energy program; and now the
Atomic Energy Commission has stepped
in and created a situation which is quite
difficult for that blossoming, growing,
small industry in Montana.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is there any money
in this bill to finance that in-house
manufacturing of beryllium?

Mr. MAGNUSON. No.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator.
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Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
had enough trouble yesterday with tita-
nium, without getting into beryllium.

I would agree with what the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. LauvscHE]l and others
have said: When the full Committee on
Public Works meets on this matter.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. This is almost as
bad as Secretary McNamara trying to
build his own ships to handle the mer-
chant marine.

Mr. CLARK. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. If I were to modify my
amendment by moving to decrease the
appropriation for urban renewal by
$530,000 would the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. MacNuson] and the Senator
from Colorado [Mr. Arrorr] then take
this amendment?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes, and I so move.

Mr. CLARK. Mr, President, I amend
my amendment to provide that the
$530,000 that is provided therein——

Mr. MAGNUSON. Make it an even
$500,000.

Mr. CLARK. I modify my amend-
ment to provide that the $500,000 to be
appropriated for fellowships and schol-
arships is to be deducted from total
grants for urban renewal.

I hope that the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. Maenuson] will take that
amendment, as modified, to conference.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is so modified.

The amendment, as modified, is as fol-
lows:

On page 41, following line 25, insert the
following:

“FELLOWSHIPS FOR CITY PLANNING AND TRBAN
STUDIES

“For fellowships for city planning and ur-
ban studies as authorized by section 810 of
the Housing Act of 1964 (20 U.8.C. 811),
$5600,000: Provided, That not to exceed
$30,000 of this appropriation shall be avail-
able for administrative expenses: Provided,
That this sum shall be deducted from grants
for urban renewal.”

Mr. MAGNUSON. After consultation
with some other members of the com-
mittee, we would be glad to accept that
and take it to conference, because it fits
into the urban renewal program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. CrarRK], as modified.

Mr. ALLOTT. This is in excess of the
budget and it would be extremely difficult
to hold this amount in in conference.

Mr. CLARK. It will not be if it is de-
ducted from urban renewal.

uer. ALLOTT. Still, it would be diffi-
cult.

Mr. CLARK. I am confident that it
can be worked out with the House of
Representatives.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. CLARK] as modified.

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill is open to further amendment.
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Mr. ALIOTT. Mr, President, I send
to the desk an amendment and ask that
it be reported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 31, line 23, strike out “$499,699,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof “$479,999,000".

On page 32, line 8, strike out "‘teachers:”
and insert in lieu thereof “teachers: Provided
further, That no funds appropriated herein
shall be used for Project Mohole:",

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
galleries will be in order.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, we come
to the so-called Mohole amendment
which, from the inquiries I have had, has
caused considerable interest.

Speaking for myself, while there is an
hour allotted on the bill, I do not antici-
pate speaking for over 10 to 15 minutes.
I say this so that Senators may judge
their time accordingly, and I do appreci-
ate the attention of those Senators who
have abided in the Chamber in order to
listen to the discussion of the subject.

Mr. President, yesterday I was called
from the Chamber to an interview with a
certain gentleman of the broadcasting
industry, and the first question that he
asked me was: “I understand that you
have a company in Colorado that is very
much interested in this project.”

About 3 years ago a certain scientific
journal made a similar allegation. I am
not sure they ever made a formal retrac-
tion, but when I straightened them out
we heard nothing further from them.

First I want to make very plain that
there is only one company in Colorado
that I know of that has any interest in
this particular amendment. That is a
subsidiary of Brown & Root, and they
are not in accord with the position I
have taken.

Mr. President, T ask for the yeas and
nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I wish
to make it perfectly clear in the begin-
ning that I have no constituents that I
know of who are interested in the out-
come of this amendment. Furthermore,
I shall go one step further and say that I
have no financial interest in any com-
pany thaf could possibly have any in-
terest in this amendment.

I am a little astounded that the de-
fenders of the Mohole project would go
to this extent to try to justify their
cause. I am concerned abouf it, but it
only reflects the low state to which some
people think they can resort in order to
accomplish their purposes.

Mr. President, I wish to make one other
point very clear. Ihave called the atten-
tion of the Senate to the situation of
Mohole for 5 straight years. I have
called the attention of the Senate to the
mismanagement, to the constant growth
of cost every year for 5 years, and the
Senate, except for 1 year, has not paid
any heed to my call.

So I come here today wholly objective.
I have nothing to gain individually. I
have nothing to gain for my State. I
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shall repeat this and make it very clear.
I have not asked one Senator, either in
committee or out of committee, to sup=
port me on this matter, because to me
an objective, analytical examination of
the matter should persuade any Senator
to vote either for or against it.

Mr. President, this matter originated
a long time ago. In 1959, phase 1 of this
program was started with a vessel called
Cuss I. Phase 1 was very successful,
drilling in intermediate or shallow wa-
ters, carried on under the auspices of the
so-called AMSOC committee. That
stands for American Miscellaneous So-
ciety, which was, in fact, a part of the
National Academy of Sciences.

In August 1961, Dr. Waterman, then
the Director of the National Science
Foundation, held a 2-day or 3-day meet-
ing in Washington, to which he invited
everyone in the country who was inter-
ested in the prospect of working on the
second phase, which was the so-called
Mohole. “Mohole” derives its name from
that area of the earth’s crust which was
defined by Professor Andrija Mohoro-
vicic. The “Moho” is the transitional
area between the crust and the mantle
of the earth. Persons who are interested
will find on page 1630 of the hearings a
diagram which will give them an under-
standing of what is contemplated.

After much mismanagement in the se~
lection of contractors, a contract was
awarded in February 1962, as I recall it,
to Brown & Root. A

In the spring of 1962, the National
Science Foundation estimated before our
committee that the cost of the project
would be between $35 million and $50
million. They had previously told us
that the cost would be between $15 mil-
lion and $20 million. In the last few
weeks, they have said that that was
merely an estimate by the scientists.
Nevertheless, the fact is that on the basis
of their statements to us, which we ac-
cepted as we would accept their sworn
word, Congress committed itself on the
basis of the figures that had been sub-
mitted.

In March 1962, Dr. Waterman testified
at a Senate Committee on Appropria~-
tions hearing that the cost would be be-
tween $35 million and $50 million. By
August of 1962, Dr. Waterman stated
that the cost would be approximately
$50 million.

In June 1963, about 9 months later,
he stated that the cost would be about
$70.39 million.

Then Dr. Haworth assumed the direc-
torship of the National Science Founda-
tion, and in November 1963, he modified
the $70 million figure slightly, and said
that the cost would be between $68 mil-
lion and $70 million.

By June of 1964, in the appropriations
hearings, Dr. Haworth testified that the
cost would be $75 million.

By May of 1965, he had raised that
figure to $90 million.

In an August 1965 letter to me, upon
inquiry, he stated that the cost would
be $104 million. .

In September of 1965, Business Week
published an article on this subject in
which it was estimated that the cost
would be $110 million.
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In March of 1966, in House appropria-
tions hearings, testimony by Dr. Haworth
was that the cost would be $113.5 million.

This was in March of this year that
Dr. Haworth testified to $113.5 million,
in the House. .

By June of this year, Dr. Haworth tes-
tified before the Senate Independent
Offices Bubcommittee that the total cost
would be $127.1 million, which includes
all of the equipment and everything that
was sought to be done for it in 2 and a
fraction years of operation at $13 mil-
lion a year.

Yesterday, I stated on the floor of the
Senate—and I believe this to be true,
that the total cost of this project will run
approximately $175 million. Many peo-
ple thought 2 or 3 years ago that I was
making wild cost predictions, but those
predictions have come true.

This is quite a growth for little Topsy,
which started out at $15 million to $20
million.

Mr. President, in the original instance,
I did not oppose the scientific objective
of Project Mohole. What I have opposed
is the mismanagement and lack of
knowledge which has cost the taxpayers
of this country many millions of dollars
and will cost them many more millions of
dollars before we are through. The Na-
tional Science Foundation cannot pos-
sibly operate this project for another 3
years at the $13 million figure they have
given. The $13 million annual operating
expense will have to be expanded to $20
million or $25 million a year operating

expense.

The estimate at the time of the original
drilling, of course, was a cost of $15 mil-
lion to $20 million. I think that the
prime cause for this difficulty of tre-
mendous cost inecreases lies in the de-
fermination by the National Science
Foundation and the prime contractor to
skip the next logical step after phase 1,
the so-called Cuss I ship. This would
ordinarily qualify for the pilot plant
stage in any scientific investigation.

The scientific advisers, those who car-
ried out phase 1, and a special outside
consultant group from the National
Science Board, appointed by the Presi-
dent under Dr. Piore, all agreed that the
proper next step was an intermediate
stage vessel to be used for festing equip-
ment and gaining more experience in
deepwater drilling.

The decision, however, was made im-
mediately to commence work on a drill-
ing platform designed to go clear through
the earth’s mantle. If it is placed where
it is proposed to be placed now, it would
drill in approximately 15,000 feet of
water and through 20,000 feet of crust
into the mantle, or a total of 35,000 feet.

The result of that decision not to build
an intermediate vessel is that we have no
definitive design criteria for the platform
which is now being built. - For example,
if an intermediate stage vessel had been
built and was at work drilling while the
final vehicle was under design, samples
of all three of the earth’s crustal layers
could well have been taken, and from
these samples we could have far better
determined their densities and acoustic
velocities and, thus, gain a better idea
of the true depth to the Moho and the
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difficulties of drilling the material which
must be penetrated.

Mr. President, I think the most frus-
trating point of the action taken by our
committee—by a divided vote, I might
point out—is that we are continuing on
the wasteful course the project took 2
years ago, when we now have an opportu-
nify to correct the situation and save
millions of dollars, which is the action
that the House did take this year in cut-
ting the Mohole project out of the bill

There is now underway a national
ocean sediment coring program, also
started by the National Science Founda-
tion, which could take the place of the
intermediate vessel once bypassed.

Senators will find on page 26 of the
committee report a listing of the scien-
tific objectives of this program.

I proposed to compare them with the
goals which the National Science Foun-
ftas.tllgn asserts are a part of the Mohole

ell.

I read from page 26 of the report what
this intermediate drilling hopes to ac-
complish:

The long record of the earth’s climatic his-
tory. Changing events can be traced through
radioactive dating and study of fossil orga-
nisms in the sediments, thus expanding our
knowledge of both long- and short-range
climatic cycles.

The history of the major ocean current sys-
tems and water masses.

How and when the ocean basins attained
their present conflguration. The evidence
obtained may well cast light on continental
drift and the renewal of the oceanic crust by
upwelling connected with deep-seated con-
vection cells, and other currently controver-
sial ldeas about the dynamics of the earth.

Changes in the earth’s magnetic field.

The composition and rate of accretion of
cusi::ic particles imbedded In the sedimentary
rock.

The origin of extraordinary concentrations
of metallic oxides siich as the manganese
nodules found widely on the ocean floor,

The evolutionary history of shelled, one-
cell plants and animals, including the pro-
found changes in these organisms that oc-
curred about 100 million years ago.

In addition, scientists will be able to com-~
pare information obtalned from core samples
with theories developed from indirect geo-
physical measurements such as the changing
speeds of selsmic waves traveling through the

And what do they think they can ac-
complish in Project Mohole? On page
1631 of the committee hearings, Dr.
gz:.gorth's statement says we will ob-

A better age determination for the
earth.

A determination of the age and origin
of the ocean basins and their contained
sea water. -

A better understanding of how the
earth-moon system came into being.

An understanding of the distribution
of the chemical elements in the earth,
which in turn bears on the origin of the
sun and perhaps other stars.

An understanding of the origin of
continents and whether or not they are
drifting about on the earth’s surface.

Knowledge of the mantle’s composi-
tion and the origin of magnetic and
gravity anomalies that have been dis-
covered beneath the sea.
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A better understanding of the origin
of life and the carbon cycle with which
it is closely connected.

Except perhaps for the actual com-
position of the earth's mantle, all the
matters mentioned could be accom-
plished in the intermediate project.

With the lack of design criteria, we
are engaged in building a fantastically
expensive vessel, which at present is
estimated to cost $54 million—$30 mil-
lion for the vessel alone and $24 million
for equipment. It is almost what could
be called overdesigned.

The question has been raised, and it
deserves an answer, What will it cost
to cancel it out? We have appropriated
$55 million on the Mohole project.

The recent testimony of Dr. Haworth,
supported by a call which he made to a
member of my staff, and to the commit-
tee, was that it would cost $36.6 million
to cancel it out. The question is, Are
we to put $90 million more down a bad
hole, or stop at this point, regroup our-
selves for an intermediate exploration
in ocean drilling, and then by the ex-
perience gained, proceed, if that is the
will of the Congress, with the drilling
to the Mohorovicic discontinuity? This
is the question Congress faces. We will
have paid $36 million for it, but we will
have all the design and experimental
experience which has resulted thus far.

The supporters of the project have said
they have had a tremendous fallout from
the project. There may have been, but
I do not know where it is. One of the
benefits they talk about is a drill. When
analyzed, the proponents’ statements
about the drill turned out to be bogus.
They have refined an existing drill. It
can hardly be called a scientific find.

So we face the problem today—and I
say this without any personal feelings at
all—of whether we have gotten to the
place where we should stop this project
and go at the whole problem with a logi-
cal approach, wait until we have done
some of the intermediate drilling, find
out what problems we shall face, or
whether we should rush full blown into
it and spend this money, which, in my
opinion, will be above $175 million—
although we are not sure—and destroy
what otherwise might be a worthy scien-
tific endeavor.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I read part of the
record to which the Senator has just re-
ferred. Is the name of the doctor, Dr.
Haworth?

Mr. ALLOTT. Dr. Haworth.

Mr. LAUSCHE. He finally arrived at
a figure of $125 million.

Mr. ALLOTT. One hundred and
twenty-seven million dollars.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Will the Senator
from Colorado tell us what the original
estimate of cost of this project was sup-
posed to be?

Mr. ALLOTT. When the National
Science Foundation first discussed it, it
placed the cost at between $15 million
and $20 million.

Mr. LAUSCHE. How did the cost as-
cend from the time the original esti-
mate was submitted? ¥
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Mr. ALLOTT. Astronomically; and
my friend from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL]
says geometrically, also. It ascended, as
I read into the REecorp, year by year.
From 1959, when the estimated cost was
between $15 and $20 million, it went up
to $35 million in 1962, It is about $127.1
million this year.

I think it is significant how the figure
has changed since March. Between
March and June of this year the figure
increased from $113 million to $127.1
million.

Mr. LAUSCHE. What is the signifi-
cance of the figure in March? Were
the hearings held at that time?

Mr. ALLOTT. That figure was given
in the House Appropriations Committee.

Mr. LAUSCHE. And the difference
between the figure testified at the time
of the House hearing and at the time of
the Senate hearing was how much?

Mr. ALLOTT. A little short of $14
million. The figure given to the House
committee was $113 million. The figure
given to the Senate committee was a
little over $127 million.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Has the Senator any
estimate as to how much it will climb
beyond the $127 million estimate?

Mr, ALLOTT. The Senator heard my
statement that it will continue to elimb.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I suppose the Sena-
tor has the same assurance that he had
originally, when the original estimate of
the cost was between $15 and $20 million.

Mr. ALLOTT. We have exactly the
same assurance.

Mr. LAUSCHE. How many assur-
ances in the past has the Senator had?

Mr. ALLOTT. The original estimate
was in 1959, at the start of phase 1. The
different estimates were made during
the period of 5 years, 1961-66.

Mr, LAUSCHE. What are the practi-
cal benefits that will come out of a suc-
cessful drilling down into the earth
about 50,000 or 60,000 feet, or whatever
the figure is?

I heard the Senator read a descrip-
tion of the information that they will
be able to obtain with respect to the re-
lationship of the earth and the moon,
the composition of the earth, how it be-
came solidified, how this information
will be interesting to scientists; but is
there any testimony in the record about
the utility that will come from this in-
formation? I understand the bathy-
scaphe explorations include getting in-
formation with respect to the habitation
of fish and means of communicating in
the water, Arguments have been ad-
vanced as to the utility that will come
from such explorations.

Mr. ALLOTT. Not being a scientist,
it would be presumptuous of me to say
anything about the secientific field; but
the only testimony that we have had is
that there have been certain practical
applications and techniques arising with
respect to the design and construction of
the vessel.

Mr. President, may I inquire how
much time I have left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Colorado has between 314
and 4 minutes left.
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Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, if there
are no further questions, I reserve the
remainder of my time.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Justone further ques-
tion. How much money has thus far
actually been spent, as distinguished
from appropriated and unspent?

Mr. ALLOTT. Iam sorry,Icannot give
the Senator the answer to that. We
have appropriated $55 million.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, in
answer to that last question——

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I find
on page 1640 of the record of the hear-
ings that there has been obligated a total
of $54.5 million. But I cannot say how
much of that has actually been spent.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Well, most of it has
been spent, if it is contracted for.

Mr. President, I do not wish to belabor
the Mohole project in the Senate today.
It has been the subject of a great deal
of discussion, of course, in the subcom-
mittee and in the committee. The facts
and figures stated by the Senator from
Colorado are correct. I recall when they
first proposed the project, no one stated
an exact figure on what the cost would
be. The estimate was $15 million to
$20 million. That was some years ago.
Since that time, they have enlarged the
scope of the project, and the costs have
gone up. But the figures stated by the
Senator from Colorado are correct. The
whole, broad project has been enlarged
a great deal and what they think they
can accomplish has been elaborated upon
a great deal more than was anticipated
at the beginning.

I wish to state for the Recorp, be-
cause I think it should be stated, the
other side of the question, We have ap-
propriated a great deal of money, and
the amount necessary to close the proj-
ect down, I think we are all agreed, would
be about $36 million, to pay the contract
liability unrecoverable costs and other
necessary costs. So that factor has to
be considered.

I think the original mistake made,
with all due respect to the head of the
National Science Foundation—and I be-
lieve the Senator from Colorado will
agree with me—was that they were com-
pletely naive, in the beginning, about
how to contract for anything. I believe
they would have been better off, dollar-
wise, if they had turned over the con-
tract and the proceedings to the General
Accounting Office, or to Army Engineers
who knew something about it. However,
that is, so to speak, water that has been
left in the ocean; and we still have the
Mohole project, with all it entails, and
all of the vast amount of interest in it,
both national and international, and the
stamp of approval of most members of
the National Academy of Sciences and
many others, including those who look
forward to a great deal of spinoff in
marine engineering, in the field of ocean-
ography, in the field of drilling, and in
the fleld of being able to know how to
use a platform in the ocean. Those
potential benefits still exist.

Mr. President, on this project, I have
gotten together a sef of facts which, as
it were, the proponents of Mohole would
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give to the Senate if they were called on
a witness stand as of today.

The project, of course, is an effort to
explore and sample all layers of the
earth’s crust, and the unknown mantle
beneath the erust. They plan to drill
near Hawaii, to a depth of 32,000 to
35,000 feet, in 15,000 feet of water. The
mantle comprises 85 percent of the
earth’s volume.

Mohole is the largest undertaking in
the field of the Earth Sciences. We have
space scientists; and the scientific as-
pects of this projeet involve the whole
field of oceanography. This is the third
big field in which all scientists are grop-
ing in the areas of basic research, as well
as the hope for actual valuable commer-
cial spinoff.

Supporting agencies are National
Academy of Sciences, Inter-Agency
Committee on Oceanography, Interna-
tional Union of Geodesy and Geophysics,
and liaison from NASA, the Navy, the
U.S. Geological Survey and AEC.

All these agencies are vigorous and ac-
tive sponsors of the project. Mohole is
the highest priority project in the U.S.
participation in the international upper
mantle project, which is a combination
of scientists from all over the world in
these fields. Forty countries are par-
tieipating, including Russia, who is com-
peting with the United States by pre-
paring to drill on the Kola Peninsula, at
Azerbaidzhan and the Kurile Islands.

The Mohole inner space probe will pro-
vide fundamental data which will con-
tribute greatly to our knowledge of the
nature and composition of the earth as
a planet. Space in this fact sheet does
not permit a description of all the bene-
fits to be gained from coring the mantle,
such as guiding our reasoning with re-
gard to phenomenon already gathered
from such celestial bodies as Mars, Venus,
the Moon; predicting earthquakes; in-
creasing our knowledge and capabilities
in exploring the earth’s mineral re-
sources; giving us a better idea of how
much heat in the mantle can be aseribed
to radioactivity, and how much to other
sources as yet unknown. It will help our
Nation maintain its leadership in seci-
ence and enhance our international pres-

€.

m FPROGRESS TO DATE

It is a venture already 4 years under-
way with most technological problems
solved and much of its equipment pro-
cured and fabricated or nearing comple-
tion. That statement is borne out by all
the evidence. The total integrated drill-
ing unit had to be conceived, studied and
developed. This represented the efforts
of a large team of engineers and experts
carefully selected and assembled from
throughout the United States for their
particular capabilities.

The drilling will be from a floating
platform of islandlike stability which it-
self constitutes a breakthrough in ma-
rine engineering and naval architecture.
This great mobile oceangoing research
vessel is under construction.

It was first thought that they could
construct it on the east coast, but they
found that, the project again being en-
larged from the ocean platform itself, if
that were done, they would have to go
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clear around by the Straits of Magellan;
50, & bid having been made by a firm in
California, National Steel, that firm is
actually building the vessel.

Mohole has produced 103 inventions to
date, of which 15 have already been ap-
proved for patent application.

This project has already received—and
the evidence will bear this out—national
and international acclaim. Over 400
technical or scientific presentations have
been made here and abroad and over 50
scientific, engineering and naval archi-
tectural papers have been published.
Recognition of the need to complete the
project has not been limited to scientists.
Educators and editors of school text-
books, encyclopedias and school seience
publications have recognized and stressed
its importance.

Industry and Government are ready-
ing their forces for the exploration of the
oceans, which comprise 70 percent of the
earth’s surface, and have established
liaison with Project Mohole to take ad-
vantage of the platform design and new
materials and techniques developed for
deep ocean operations.

Mohole research and development
work is regarded as being of vital im-
portance. Of course, many articles have
been written in the trade magazines of
marine engineering, steel, ocean work,
and science, on this phase of the project.

The stable platform and its future
prototypes can be used as: First, an ob-
servation station and laboratory for ex-
periments at sea; second, a backup ve-
hicle for submarine rescue and salvage;
third, a means of accurately placing
scientific and ASW equipment on the sea
floor; fourth, a vehicle for detection and
recovery of lost egquipment in the deep
ocean, such as missile launching ve-
hicles; fifth, a means of obtaining scien-
tific information of importance to mili-
tary operations; sixth, a platform on the
ocean for satellite tracking, concerning
which they are working with NASA; and
seventh, a vehicle for equatorial launch
of missiles.

I do not know what the value of that
is, but I imagine that if the vehicles are
launched close to the equator more bene-
fits are derived. There are many other
benefits to the project. The testimony is
replete with these things. We have the
so-called spinoff benefits.

Many believe it is economically man-
datory that we exploit our oceanic
natural resources. The many new tools
and technigues from Project Mohole will
help us to maintain world leadership in
developing energy, food, and mineral re-
sources.

As to the costs involved, I hope that
the Senator from Colorado will correct
me. Ibelieve that our figures are exactly
the same.

The Senate Appropriations Committee
report No. 1433, of August 4, 1966, states
with respect to the financing of H.R.
14921:

Restoration of $19,700,000 is recommended

by the committee in order to continue Proj-
ect Mohole.

That is for the next fiscal year.
The report further states: "

The total amount provided for the National
Sclence Foundation is $400,699,000, which is
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$26,301,000 below the budget estimate. Com-
pletion of the fully equipped platform is
planned for December 31, 1967. TFunds to
complete it would be furnished by the
$19,700,000 budgeted for 1967, plus $10,600,000
of the $18,500,000 to be budgeted for 1968.
The pre-operational costs will then total
$85,600,000, and, with the addition of oper-
ational costs of $41,600,000 to be provided
through 1871, will provide a total amount of
$127,100,000 through the drilling of the first
hole.

There is also testimony that the oper-
ational costs, after this is done, would be
$13 million a year after the first hole is
drilled.

The report further states:

The committee believes it would be a seri-
ous mistake to suspend the project. The
loss in prestige and in progress would be tre-
mendous. The monetary costs are sizable;
the irrecoverable costs and the contract ter-
mination costs are estimated at $36,600,000.

I think that fairly states the facts in-
volved in this amendment.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, do I
correctly understand that this hole or
these holes will be drilled at a point at
which the depth of the Pacific Ocean is
the greatest?

Mr. MAGNUSON. No. It would be
drilled at the point at where the crust
which is over the mantle of the earth is
the least thick. Somebody asked how
they could find this out. They do that by
seismographic findings.

The scientists first thought that they
had found a place off the coast of Cuba
at which the crust was the thinnest.
However, after some more studies and
going to this area, they discovered that,
north by northwest of Hawaii the crust
was not as thick.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, when
the Senator says “crust,” does he mean
the fioor of the ocean?

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator is
correct. The floor of the ocean, which
goes down to the hard mantle.

Mr. DOUGLAS. How far down are
the holes to be drilled?

Mr. MAGNUSON. The hole drilling
will be 32,000 to 35,000 feet. It will be
about 15,000 feet of water, and then it
wllltbe from 17,000 to 20,000 feet below
that.

Mr, DOUGLAS. Is there any antici-
pation as to what they will find once they
get there?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I suppose they
want to find out first the nature of the
crust, and, second, the nature of the
mantle. They also want to find out how
much radioactivity there is and how it
affects the oceans.

A great deal of basic research is in-
volved.

They hope to find these things:

First. A better age determination for
the earth.

Second. A determination of the age
and origin of the ocean basins and their
contained sea water.

Third. A better understanding of how
the earth-moon system came into being.

Fourth. An understanding of the dis-
tribution of the chemical elements in the
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earth, which in turn bears on the origin
of the sun and perhaps other stars.

Fifth. An understanding of the origin
of continents and whether or not they
are drifting about on the earth’s surface.

Sixth. Knowledge of the mantle’s
composition and the origin of magnetic
and gravity anomalies that have been
discovered beneath the sea.

Seventh. A better understanding of
the origin of life and the carbon cycle
with which it is closely connected.

That is closely connected with human
beings and life itself. That is what they
suggest they would like to explore gen-
erally.

Many specifics are involved in this.
They would explore generally on the
floor itself. Some of the items which I
have read come from the spinoff that
they claim on the building will be derived
from the ships and the platform. Also,
while they are there, they would learn
a lot about the ocean in that area.

When they complete their work there,
they can change their location and do
any general thing in oceanography.
They would have a stable platform.

May I say to my friend, the Senator
from Illinois, that beginning on page
1629 of the transeript of hearings many
questions were asked, some of which are
similar to the questions asked by the
Senator. I think the Senator will find it
very interesting.

Mr. MOSS. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I oppose
any cut in the appropriation for Mohole.
I believe the amount requested is $19.7
million. The amount requested by the
President and set out by the Appro-
priations Committee is modest indeed.

The Senate on yesterday voted on our
space exploration program and we will
spend approximately $5 billion for that.

I believe that the exploration of the
floor of the ocean and the crust of this
planet and the mantle beneath it is of
equal scientific value to us, perhaps even
more than the exploration of space. The
latter is a little more dramatic, because
we can have the television cameras bring
in the picture of our astronauts making
flights around the globe—and this is
something that we should do. I do not
say that I am opposed to that. But I be-
lieve that this relatively modest amount
for Mohole is of equal value, and I be-
lieve it would be penny wise and pound
foolish if we were to cut it off.

Project Mohole is the name given to
the U.S. program for deep drilling which
is part of the deep crustal studies of the
earth undertaken by a number of na-
tions. The international program is
known as the Upper Mantle Project.
The U.S. purpose is to drill through the
earth’s crust, and into the mantle, a
core some 1,500 miles thick that con-
stitutes the bulk of the planet. This will
help to determine the distribution of
chemical elements within the deep crust
of the earth and the mantle and will pro-
vide information on the age and origin
of the ocean basins.

The hole will be drilled near Hawaii
where the earth’s crust is very thin. The

will take place from a unique
drilling platform that will be capable
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of navigation and sustaining itself on
location. The operation will drill
through 15,000 feet of water and 17,000
feet of rock to a total depth of 32,000
feet below sea level.

The engineering effort being expended
on Project Mohole will not bring scien-
tific knowledge alone. The knowledge
gained in developing new tools, tech-
niques, and equipment will increase the
depth capability of the oil industry by
40 percent. Deep drilling is also of in-
terest to the budding ocean mining in-
dustry which is engaged in deep ocean
and continental shelf sampling and min-
ing activities. The new drilling tech-
nology developed for Project Mohole will
find immediate application wherever
drilling, coring, and sampling are done,
whether on land or sea.

The long range importance of the
knowledge to be gained through Project
Mohole should not be underestimated.
This project will be the first step in
opening up vast areas of rich mineral
deposits known to exist in the ocean.
The use of heat from the earth’s mantle
can be used fo bring mineral rich waters
near to the surface. Or, this heat may
be utilized as a source of power. Earth-
quakes may be more easily predicted
through the better knowledge of the
mantle and its heat sources.

These benefits are appreciated by the
Russians, An article from the Soviet
Weekly this year fold of the Soviet ef-
forts to recover samples from the earth's
mantle. The Soviet Union already has
begun drilling, the only country to do
so of the seven countries that have deep
drilling programs in the international
project.

The expenditure on equipment to com-
plete the project has also produced val-
uable gains. The drilling platform being
constructed is the largest ever designed.
It provides such great stability that
drilling can continue even in 30-knot
winds and 25-foot waves. The drilling
system will have a capacity 40 percent
greater than the present state of the
drilling art. NASA and the Navy have
expressed keen interest in this platform.
This type of platform could provide for
drilling at great depths, a tracking sta-
tion, recovery of military equipment, and
a submarine rescue base.

The new diamond drill and turbocorer
being developed will provide a means of
changing bits without withdrawing the
entire coring apparatus from the ground,
This bit will be field-tested shortly. The
widespread value of this development,
especially in the oil indusiry, is recog-
nized by everyone.

The general advancements in the
state of drilling art directly attributable
to. this project will greatly benefit the
U.S. drilling industry which spends an
estimated $350 million a year in offshore
drilling, If the United States is to lead
the way in utilizing the oil and gas fields
under deeper areas of the ocean, they
will need the information gained from
Project Mohole.

President Johnson has asked for $19.7
million for Project Mohole in fiscal year
1967. During the years 1962-66 a to-
tal of $55 million has already been spent
on the program. The decision is now
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whether to throw away these “sunk”
costs or to provide the additional funds
to carry the program forward. The
funds provided will be spent on contracts
in California, Louisiana, New York, Ohio,
Utah, Oklahoma, Texas, Virginia, New
Jersey, Michigan, Pennsylvania, Mary-
land and Mississippi. The benefits de-
rived from these contracts will benefit
the entire United States, and especially
the States with offshore oil. The benefits
in oceanography will interest all those
who depend on the ocean for a livelihood.

The United States has already invested
in the Mohole program $55 million. This
includes:

First. The largest and most stable
ocean platform yet devised, 10 percent
complete.

Second. Dynamic computerized posi-
tioning system, 90 percent complete.

Third. Improved turbocorer for fast
drilling, 95 percent complete.

Fourth. Revolutionary retractable dia-
mond coring bit, prototype built.

Fifth. Largest drawworks known to
the world, 50 percent complete.

Sixth. Automated pipe racking assem-
bly—after 15 years’ effort, completed.

Seventh. Largest logging winches in
the world, completed.

Eighth. Deep ocean untended digital
data system, completed.

Many other phases of the project are
in similar stages of completion,

The benefits to be gained from this
program should be carefully weighed
against the costs of delaying a program
so advanced. In my view, this is an un-
dertaking where the benefits are well
worth the additional investment.

I ask the manager of the bill, the senior
Senator from Washington, if it is not
a fact that, having gone this far in pre-
paring for Mohole, having done research
and development and actually begun the
construction, we would really be wasting
money if we now stopped at this point
and tried to roll it up and close it, as it
were, and spend nearly as much in doing
that as if we went ahead now and actu-
ally made the bore into the crust.

Mr. MAGNUSON, I believe that the
assumption of the Senator from Utah is
correct, based upon the assumption that
we will learn many things. If we would
not learn anything and if the project
had no value for basic research and
many other things that have been dis-
cussed, I would say that we should stop
it. However, the further we go in this
field, the more benefits we find. Of
course, some of the benefits are intangi-
ble, some must be anticipated, some we
hope to find. But the Senator has made
a good comparison.

Let us consider this year’s budget. All
the people in the world—scientists and
others—are concerned with three great
scientific areas. One is space, one is the
oceans, and one is what is called earth
sciences

We are spending $5 billion on space,
and for all of oceanography—it is in 17
departments, Woods Hole, and others—

‘we are spending about $211 million. Five
billion dollars is provided for space and
$211 million for oceanography. It is true
that this year the amount for Mohole
will be $19,700,000.
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Mr. MOSS. I thank the Senafor.

I believe very much in this project. It
would be foolhardy for us to cut off such
a program.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I mention some of
these benefits, and I am repeating what
people have said and what the testimony
seems to be replete with.

We cannot guarantee anything. No
field is more difficult to discuss with
members of the Committee on Appro-
priations or members of legislative
bodies—including the Senate—than the
field of basic research.

Many times a man has come in who
has had a grant for basic research, and
I would say: “All right; what have you
to show for it?”

Perhaps he does not have anything to
show at that moment, in June, but he
might have something in August. Per-
haps he has some of it in his head and
has experiments in progress.

Sometimes I believe that if he con-
cocted something, put it on the table, and
said: “This is what I have to prove for
it”: and were asked, “What does it do?”
And he answered, ““It does this and that,”
we would say it is a pretty good job.

Basic research is a difficult field, and
earth science is in that preliminary field.

Mr. INOUYE., Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Iyield to the Sena-
tor from Hawail; and then I shall yield to
the Senator from Texas.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five
minutes remain on the amendment, and
that time is under the control of the Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I should
like to have time yielded to me.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I shall be glad to
yield.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask that
time be yielded to me, too.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from
Colorado, the majority leader, and I have
an agreement that if we run out of time,
we shall ask unanimous consent to pro-
vide time to Senators who wish to speak
on this matter.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How
much time has the Senator been yielded?

Mr. INOUYE. Three minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Hawali is recognized for
3 minutes.

Mr. INOUYE, Mr. President, I have
listened to the opening statement made
by the distinguished Senator from Colo-
rado, in opposition to the Mohole
project and should like to spend a few
moments responding to it. ¥

It is true that the original estimates
submitted by the Mohole project sup-
porters were much less than the present
estimate.

But I feel certain that the Senator
from Colorado will agree that our Mohole
undertaking, like our space efforts, is a
visionary type of project.

In 1959, when we started the space
project in earnest, I do not believe that
any Senator—or, for that matter, anyone
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in the scientific family—had any idea as
to what the cost would be to the United
States to place a man on the moon.
Since 1949, we have spent $22 billion on
& space program, and yesterday the Sen-
ate approved the appropriation of $5 bil-
lion-plus to continue that project.

I am for the space program. The
record indicates that I have supported
it every year since coming to the Senate.
But I believe that we should also con-
sider the importance of the Mohole proj-
ect and what it is expected to accom-
plish. We are asking in the bill for
$19.7 million to continue this project.

A cquestion has been asked as to
whether there will be any benefits. The
distinguished Senator from Washington
has listed many benefits, but I should
like to add a few which I feel are of per-
sonal concern to us in Hawail.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, may
we have order? I am sitting next to the
Senator from Hawaii, and I cannot hear
him

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

Mr. INOUYE. The many scientists
supporting the project have indicated
that it is possible that this project will
supply answers to how to predict earth-
quakes.

Mr. President, earthquakes are of great
concern in the lives of Haw As
everyone knows, we have suffered from
earthquakes and tidal waves. If the
Mohole project can somehow supply the
answer to the prediction of earthquakes
and tidal waves, the Nation, my State,
and many other counftries would save
many millions of dollars and hundreds of
thousands of lives.

In addition, if this type of platform
had existed many years ago, perhaps it
would have been possible to save the
lives of the men who had been isolated
in the submarine, U.S.S. Thresher. At
that time the United States did not have
a stable deepwater platform. If this
type of platform had been available I
feel certain it would have been used to
recover the bomb that was unfortunately
dropped off the coast of Spain. Scien-
tists have estimated that if the bomb had
gone down another 400 feet in the ocean,
it would have been impossible with pres-
ent equipment to have recovered this
bomb.

Time will not permit us to cover this
subject completely. I shall support this
venture. It is a visionary vemture. It
is important, and it is in the interest of
our Nation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp a fact
sheet on the Mohole Project.

There being no objection, the fact sheet
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

MoHOLE PrOJECT FACT SHEET
I. WHAT IS IT?

1. It is the United States’ effort to explore
and samp!e all layers of the earth's crust and
the unknown mantle beneath by core drill-
ing near Hawail through 15,000 feet of water
and about 17,000 feet of rock to an approxi-
mate total depth of 82,000 feet. All equip-
ment, machinery and instrumentation has
beexll deislgned to perform to 35,000 feet below
sea level.
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2. Mohole is the largest single undertaking
in the Earth Sciences, administered and sup-
ported by the National Sclence Foundation.
Additional sponsoring agencies include the
National Academy of Sciences, Inter-Agency
Committee on Oceanography, International
Union of Geodesy and Geophysics, and liaison
from NASA, the Navy, the U.S. Geological
Survey, and AEC. Mohole represents the
U.S. participation in the International
Upper Mantle Project which is participated
in by 40 countries including Russia. She is
competing with the U.S. by preparing to drill
on the Kola Peninsula, Azerbaldzhan and
the southernmost Kurile Island north of
Hokkaido, Japan.

3. The drilling will be accomplished from
a stable platform which itself constitutes a
breakthrough in marine engineering and
naval architecture. It will have the capacity
to move itself from location to location—
ocean to ocean—and to handle great loads
with minimum motion. This particular
platform is under construction and is being
watched with keen interest by ship designers
and shipbuilders throughout the world,
When it physically demonstrates capabilities
proven by model basin tests, many versions
will come into use worldwide for commercial
and military applications.

4, This project has already received na-
tional and international acclaim. Over
20,000 separate pieces of information have
been mailed to the general public by Project
Mohole in response to individual and indus-
trial requests.

Over 400 technical or sclentific presenta-
tions have been made here and abroad to
national and international professional so-
cleties and to the general public by Project
stafl members.

More than 50 sclentific, engineering and
naval architectural papers have been pub-
lished in such organs as the Journal of Geo-
physical Research, Geophysics, Geological
Society of American Bulletin, Transactions
of the Society of Naval Architecture and Ma-
rine Engineering, Petroleum Engineering,
0i] and Gas Journal, World 0il, Newsweek
Magazine, U.S. News and World Report,
Textbooks also mention Project Mohole as a
significant endeavor being undertaken by
the U.S. government.

5. The sedimentary drilling program (now
called deep-ocean drilling program) and the
Mohole Project are not comparable pro-
gramis. The sedimentary drilling program
is dedicated to sampling soft sedimentary
deposits on the ocean floor but well above
the mantle. The core holes will penetrate
only a few hundred feet, and are limited to
the performance of a single bit, because the
borehole cannot be reentered after the drill
stem is removed. The objectives of Mohole
have been reiterated many times, namely,
to core a hole in the earth and secure a sam-
ple of the mantle. This exploration is in
quest of knowledge relative to the basic
planetary evolutionary processes. Concur-
rently, many desired scientific samplings and
measurements will be accomplished.

The two programs are decidedly different
both in objectives and in equipment re-
guired to perform each job. The Mohole
equipment could, of course, perform the
sampling desired by the sedimentary drilling
program. ©On the other hand, avallable
equipment that could possibly do the sedi-
mentary dnilling program could by no stretch
of the imagination approach the accomplish-
ment of the Mohole deep drilling program,
nor secure the many other scientific measure-
ments that are programmed.

The sedimentary program is limited to the
capability of holding an aepprozimate posi-
tion, lowering a core barrel on drill pipe to
the ocean bottom and coring till the bit is
dull which completes that hole.
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II. WHY DID THE UNITED STATES DECIDE THE
PROJECT WAS NEEDED AND WILL IT PAY FOR
ITSELF?

Succinectly, Mohole is needed to give us
knowledge of our most basic resource—the
earth itself. It is a venture already four years
underway with most technological problems
solved and much of its equipment procured
and fabricated or nearing completion. The
total integrated drilling unit had to be con-
ceived, studied and developed. These de-
velopments represent the efforts of a large
team of engineers and experts carefully se-
lected and assembled from throughout the
United States for their particular capabilities.

In addition to continuing technological
and engineering successes, this project has
and will make significant contributions to
industry, commerce, to the support of human
life, government, and science,

1. As of March 1866, Mohole has pro-
duced 103 inventions, of which fifteen have
been approved for patent application.

2. The mining of rich deposits of raw metals
on the deep ocean floor—which are known
already—will commence in the near future
to replenish our continually diminishing sup-
plies. Stabilized position-holding platforms
for which Mohole is a prototype will play
key roles in such operations. In fact, some
of the techniques which already have been
developed by the Project are mow in use to
recover hydrocarbon and minerals off the
coasts of several nations. The metals of
our ore deposits ultimately came from the
mantle, and understanding their concentra-
tions in mantle materials would develop a
better idea of the process by which they
have been removed, moved and finally re-
deposited in the crust. Therefore, if we
understand how ore deposits are emplaced
in the mantle, we will be better able to
guide prospecting for deposits which are not
exposed at the land surface.

As the world’s population increases, it
shall be necessary for us to explore the
oceanic areas in greater detail for energy,
food and mineral resources.

3. The use of a heat source installed gn
the ocean bottom can cause convection cur-
rents that will bring the mineral-rich lower
strata of water to the surface. This influx
of highly fertile water from the fallow depths
will cause an accelerated growth of both fish
and plants. In the not too distant future,
the seas will be “farmed” to produce life giv-
ing substance.

4, Knowledge of heat levels in the earth’s
interior could point the way toward possible
utilization of this planet's internal heat
through thermal wells. Technological ad-
vances through the Mohole Project will as-
sist in the development of ways and means
of converting this tremendous heat into elec-
tricity, thus augmenting the world’s present
source of power.

5. NASA has expressed to the National
Science Foundation interest in the Mohole
platform as a prototype for: a) marine satel-
lite tracking stations, b) testing various
kinds of dangerous new rocket fuels at sea,
and c) stabilized marine launching stations
including those for highly desirable equa-
torial launchings.

6. The United States Government is losing
many millions of dollars in boosters which
fall into the deep ocean. With the equip-
ment, and with the know-how in part ac-
quired through this project, we will be able
to locate, identify, and then to 1lift from the
ocean floor such objects up to one million
pounds in weight.

After the submarine Thresher went down
in the Atlantic, the Deep Submergence Sys-
tems Review Group into exist by
order of the Secretary of the Navy. At the
time of the accident, the U.S, could not pro-
vide rescue for a submarine disabled on the
bottom with its crew aboard in depths much
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greater than 500 feet. The Navy Department
has informed the Foundation that stable
platforms of a design similar to the Mohole
platform would be useful for submarine res-
cue backup. The Mohole platform itself will
be capable of lifting a submarine from the
bottom to a shallow depth where rescue could
be accomplished. It could also drill into
submarines and other sunken vessels and,
with the use of low density glass micro bal-
loons (developed through Project Mohole),
displace the water and provide buoyancy for
recovery of the vessel.

7. The Navy is also interested in this plat-
form design for replacing or removing heavy
deep sea anti-submarine warfare equipment,
for searching for and recovery of lost equip-
ment from the sea floor and as a stable
oceanic research station. In short, the U.S.
Government stands to realize many other
benefits through this platform design, in-
cluding nuclear and other payloads that may
be lost in deep waters, e.g., if the recently
lost hydrogen bomb off the southern coast
of Spain had fallen in waters only 400 feet
deeper, existing equipment and methods
could not have recovered it.

8. Fundamental data acquired by Mohole
will contribute towards techniques that will
enable geophysicists to accurately predict
earthquakes.

Since the energy for earthquakes and vol-
canism has its origin in the mantle, it be-
hooves us to know as much about the mantle
as possible. This energy is thermal and one
possible source is radioactive elements such
as potassium uranium and thorium. There-
fore, a sample of the mantle will give us a
better idea of how much heat in the mantle
can be ascribed to radioactivity; how much
is due to other sources as yet unknown.

9. The unique depth capability which is
only available through the Mohole drilling
system will enable the U.S. to penetrate the
deepest oceanic sediments which many
sclentists have postulated contain the re-
mains of the earliest forms of life on this
planet.

Thus the United States has the singular
opportunity to determine the origin of life
on this planet.

10. Approximately 600 meteorites strike the
earth each year. We recover about 20.
Sclentists believe these may be remnants of
a disrupted planet, and that these rocks are
similar to those of the earth’s crust, mantle
or core. It is known that the mass and
density of the moon is such that it could
have been spun off the earth. With samples
from the mantle through Project Mohole,
many of these issues should be clarified,

Mohole will assist in gaining the comple-
mentary information from the earth as a
planet to guide our reasoning with regard
to such similar celestial bodies as Mars,
Venus and the moon. Since the mantle com-
prises 856 percent of the volume of the earth,
we must know its nature and composition to
tackle the most fundamental problems con-
cerning the earth as a planet.

11. At the annual meeting of the produc-
tion division of the American Petroleum In-
stitute, it was indicated that within 5-10
years the petroleum industry will be drilling
wells in 3,000 or more feet of water, and that
improved drilling platforms, better methods
of positioning, free floating drilling rigs over
the holes, derricks, and hoisting systems built
to handle twice the loads now carried by most
rigs, would be required. Most of these tools
and techniques have been and will be spin-
offs from Project Mohole. Much of this al-
ready has found its way into commercial use,
and in fact already has led to substantial
reduction in the cost of deep drilling. This
know how will expand the petroleum indus-
try's drilling depth capability by as much as
40 percent, and most certainly will increase
substantially the hydrocarbon resources of
United States interests. Project Mohole has
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been responsible for consolidating the in-
dividual efforts of many oll companies and
associated manufacturers. Mohole accom-
plishments have resulted in designs that had
no prior existence, e.g., a) a stable drilling
platform, b) a riser-buoyancy system, ¢) ade-
quate drill pipe, d) borehole reentry and a
dynamic positioning system. The above
enumerated breakthroughs constitute major
spin-offs to the petroleum and related in-
dustries.
III, WHAT COSTS ARE INVOLVED

The National Sclence Foundation has
asked for $19.7 milllon for Project Mohole
for FY "87.

$55 million has been provided from FY '62
through FY '66.

The Foundation estimates the total cost
of completing Project Mohole, including three
years of drilling, to be $127 million. This is
broken down as follows:

Million
Completely equipped platform prior

e e SO T R
Drilling operating costs for 3 years,

[T T L SR S S el o S 30.0
Nonrecurring costs (first 6 months

of operations)

Termination costs would be between $35-
45 million.

The prime contractor for the Mohole Proj-
ect, Brown & Root, Inc., of Houston, Texas
is operating under a cost-plus-fizxed-fee, a fee
which does not escalate, and which remains
at $1.8 million for the entire contract period.

Subcontracts thus far have been awarded
in 14 states. Less than 15 percent of the total
project cost will accrue to the State of Texas.

The following is a list of a few major Pro)-
ect Mohole engineering accomplishments,
giving costs and status:

1. Mohole drilling platform. ($30 million
competitively fixed price contract awarded in
1865—hull structure being fabricated.)

2. Unique platform dynamic and com-
puterized positioning system. (Cost $3 mil-
lion—85 percent completed.)

3. Improved turbocorer and diamond bits
for fast drilling in ultra hard rock without
rotating drill pipe and assoclated electronic
monitoring package. Turbocorer has been
satisfactorily field tested In similar rock to
that expected in lower crustal layers. ($200,-
000 and only minor modifications to be com-
pleted.)

4. Revolutionary retractable diamond cor-
ing bit which enables changing of bits with-
out pulling up entire string of drill pipe.
(Cost $150,000—prototype being fabricated.)

6. Largest drawworks (holsting power)
known to world drilling industry (4000 H.P.).
(Cost $300,000; 65 percent completed.)

6. Automated pipe racking assembly.
(Cost $500,000—first successful attempt after
fifteen year industry effort.)

7. Two largest logging instrumented
winches in the world capable of spooling
40,000 feet of T conductor double armored
logging cable. (Cost $360,000—100 percent
completed.)

8. Deep ocean untended digital data ac-
quisition system which will measure the ve-
locity and direction of ocean currents at 17
selected depths, temperature at 7 selected
depths, wave heights and perlods as well as
meteorological information and transmit all
this to a shore base. Will be planted at the
Mohole site off Hawaii in about 15,000 feet
of water in near future. (Cost $300,000—08
percent completed.)

9. Sonar reentry system to enable reenter-
ing hole in ocean floor with drillpipe. (Cost
$250,000—60 percent completed.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
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Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield me 1 minute?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Iyield.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
this project has been criticized on the
ground that the cost has gone up over the
original estimates. The only two efforts
being made in the world—or that have
been made in the world—to bore through
the earth’s crust and get down to the
mantle have been the one underway by
the United States and the one by Rus-
sia. This is the first experience of the
human race in the cost of this project.
Mankind has been building on this earth
for thousands and thousands of years,
and if people just followed the example
of Congress with the Rayburn Building
or the New Senate Office Building or the
east front, they would know that esti-
mates go up and up.

This is far more reason for trying
something new, untried, and that has
never been done before, than building a
new building where we have been build-
ing multistory buildings for at least 6,000

years.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REecorp the message from the
President dated May 18, 1966, urging
Congress to appropriate the funds so that
what the President calls *this vital in-
strument” can begin promptly.

There being no objection, the message
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Messace From THE OFFICE OF THE WHITE
House PrRESS SECRETARY, MAY 18, 1966

(The White House made public today the
following letter from the President to the
President of the Senate and the Speaker of
the House of Representatives:)

Hon, HuserT H, HUMPHREY,

President of the Senate,

Washington, D.C.

Hon. Jouw W. McCoRMACK,

Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. PRESIDENT: (DEAR MR. SPEAKER:)
I am pleased to forward for consideration by
interested committees of Congress the Na-
tional Oceanographic Program for Fiscal
Year 1967. This report describes the activi-
tles of all Federal Agencles currently engaged
in oceanography.

Although we are dally learning more about
the stars and skies above us, the sea around
us remains largely a mystery. This “hydro-
space” covers seven out of every ten miles of
the earth’s surface, yet we have glimpsed
only faintly the vast promise which the
world's oceans hold for the benefit of man-
Kkind.

That promise is as boundless as the sea
itself. One day, the sea may yleld fertile
harvests to nourish the hungry. Ultimately,
we may be able to tap the abundant store
of minerals, chemieals, and energy locked in
the sea so that no nation—large or small,
young or old—will lack the resources essen-
tial for the prosperity and well-being of its
people.

Our National Oceanographic Program will
help us drive back the frontiers of the un-
known through marine research, surveys, and
ocean engineering. From this work, we will
gain knowledge which will help sustain our
prosperity, enhance our national defense,
and:

Develop faster and more comfortable
means of transportation.
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Step-up our attack against water pollution.

Permit more accurate forecasts of the
storms and tides that endanger life and
property.

Exploit marine and mineral resources to
their fullest potential.

Over the past years, we have moved closer
to the fulfillment of some important objec-
tives. Recent significant and exciting ad-
vances include:

1, The Sea Lab II—This is the Navy's
“Man-in-Sea” project. Conducted off the
coast of California late last year, it showed
that man can live and work for long inter-
vals, and at great depths, in an undersea
habitat.

2. Project Mohole—Design of the world's
largest stable deep-ocean drilling platform
has been completed by the National Science
Foundation. I urge that Congress appro-
priate the funds so that construction of this
vital instrument can begin promptly. The
Mohole Project will provide the answer to
many basic questions about the earth’s crust
and the origin of ocean basins. It will teach
us how to drill in the ocean depths—the
prelude to the future exploitation of re-
sources at the bottom of the sea.

3. Nuclear Research Submarines—A nu-
clear-powered long-endurance, deep-water
research vessel is under construction by the
Navy and the Atomic Energy Commission.
When completed, this vessel will help us map
the ocean bottom, give us new information
on the control and use of marine life and
minerals—and how to find and retrieve from
the ocean objects of commercial, scientific,
and national securlty wvalue. This revolu-
tionary vessel will perform a variety of tasks
thought impossible only a few short years
ago.

The Government-wide character of the Na-
tional Oceanographic Program bears special
mention. Through the planning of the In-
ter-Agency Committee on Oceanography of
the Federal Council for Science and Tech-
nology, the many separate elements of the
program are coordinated into an effective and
efficient effort. Working together with in-
dustry, the universities, and state and local
governments, the Federal Government must
continue to keep this Nation in the forefront
of oceanographic science and engineering,

As Longfellow well observed, the sea
divides—but yet unites—mankind. Through
our exploration of the sea, we can move to-
ward a new era in which science can fulfill
its creative promise to bring a better and
happier life to all the peoples of the world.

Sincerely,
LYNpDON B. JOHNSON,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
of the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Macnuson] has expired. :

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I yield
6 minutes to the Senator from Hawaii
[MTr. FONG.]

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are only 3 minutes remaining to the
Senator from Colorado [Mr., ArLoTT].
buli&r. ALLOTT. Mr. President, on the

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six
minutes are yielded on the bill for the
Senator from Hawaii [Mr. Fowngl.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to the amendment of the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. Arrorr], I
regret that the motive of the distin-
guished Senator from Colorade in con-
nection with Project Mohole has been
questioned. I know that the distin-
guished Senator from Colorado is a man
of great sincerity, integrity, and char-
acter. His motives in opposing Project
Mohole are absolutely beyond reproach.
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I strongly denounce any attempt to
question his integrity in this matter.

I am very strongly in favor of appro-
priating $19.7 million in order to con-
tinue the Mohole program, as recom-
mended by the Senate Appropriations
Committee.

Yesterday we appropriated $5 billion
for the space program. The sum of $19.7
million for Project Mohole is only one
two-hundred-and-fiftieth of that tre-
mendous sum of $5 billion for outer
space,

The situation reminds me of a young
man who asked an older man whether
he knew how many stars there were in
the heavens. The older man replied,
“Why talk about the heavens so far
away when you do not even know how
many hairs there are on your head?"”

In exploring outer space, we are try-
ing to probe the universe, yet we know
so little of the earth we inhabit. This
is the earth which gives us our sus-
tenance—the land which makes possible
the civilization we have. We certainly
should give more attention to the earth
planet we live on even while we explore
outer space. I am not opposed to the
outer space program, but I believe we
should devote more of our efforts toward
the support of the earth sciences.

Project Mohole gives emphasis to the
study of our earth—a subjeet neglected
for too long.

The project, in my opinion, is neces-
sary, feasible, and important to the na-
tional interest. In the words of Dr.
George P. Woollard, director of the Uni-
versity of Hawaii Institute of Geophysics,
Project Mohole is “the most significant
single scientific experiment of the cen-
tury in earth science.”

We in Hawaii agree with him. Our
people have a keen appreciation of the
significance of this project. Asan island
community, we have experienced costly
voleanic eruptions and destructive seis-
mic waves caused by earthquakes. We
have been told by earth scientists that
Project Mohole can advance the scien-
tific knowledge of the energy behind the
forces in the earth’s interior—knowledge
which will help the scientists to under-
stand more fully these earthquakes and
eruptions.

Project Mohole would not only provide
an insight into many earth processes that
are not now understood, but it would
also have a significant bearing on the
planetary space exploration program.

In the opinion of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration, the
characteristics and operational perform-
ance of the drilling platform are closely
related to those which would be required
in a stable ocean platform as a base for
an instrumentation facility for space
operations and support. NASA further
believes that the geological findings of
Mohole, when correlated with scientific
knowledge expected to be acquired
through lunar planetary exploration,
could make a significant contribution to
the study of the origin of our solar
system.

As for the possible defense applica-
tions of the Mohole platform, I am ad-
vised that the Navy considers the lift
capacity, platform stability, seaworthi-
ness, and positioning capability provided
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in the platform attractive for defense-
related areas such as first, submarine
rescue backup; second, accurate place-
ment of bottom-mounted antisubmarine
warfare equipment; third, recovery of
lost equipment from the deep sea; fourth,
provision of secientific information of
military importance; fifth, ocean bottom
engineering and construction; and sixth,
support of bottom search operations.

Project Mohole would also greatly ad-
vance techniques for the exploitation of
the earth’s natural resources, particu-
larly in the mining and petroleum
industries.

It was the first exploratory tests off
lower California under this project to
demonstrate the feasibility of drilling
from a floating platform in deep water
that proved the accessibility of offshore
oil and gas fields out to and beyond the
edge of the Continental Shelves. This
development has much to do with the
subsequent expansion of our oil and gas
reserves at a time when domestic re-
serves were inadequate.

Also, from a practical point of view,
it is in effect extended our national
boundaries out to the 100-fathom line,
which in places lies 100 miles offshore.
It was the successful tests of the turbo
drill for Project Mohole that is now
making it feasible from an economic
standpoint to drill deeper exploratory
oil and gas wells.

It was also the first floating platform
tests that gave the impetus to offshore
mining for diamonds off South Afriea,
tin off Malaya, iron off Japan, and gold
off Alaska. The economic value real-
ized to date from the technological ad-
vances achieved through pioneer devel-
opments under Project Mohole already
far outweigh the total cost of the
project.

Another aspect of the operation to
date which should not be be overlooked
is that the establishment of new offshore
petroleum reserves has made the coun-
try less susceptible to political unrest,
subversion, and confiscation of our oil
investments in foreign areas.

It would be repetitious here to review
in detail the far-reaching benefits ex-
pected from Project Mohole. Many
Senators have already spoken with re-
spect to the various benefits that would
accrue to the United States and man-
kind from this program.

The distinguished Senator from Col-
orado [Mr. Arrorr] said that the ob-
jectives of Project Mohole and the ocean
sediment coring project are the same,
except that Mohole would go deeper into
the mantle. Apparently there is some
confusion between the ocean sediment
coring program and Project Mohole.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the following statement by the
National Science Foundation relative to
the objectives of sediment coring and
Project Mohole be printed in the
REecorp at this point.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

STATEMENT OF NATIONAL SCIENCE
FOUNDATION

Both the ocean sediment coring program
and Project Mohole are concerned with gain-
ing new data about the earth, and both will
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utilize floating drilling wvessels. But the
actual objectives and the equipment needed
are quite different. The sediment coring
program will be limited to the upper one to
two thousand feet of soft sediments that
cover the floor of the ocean; the Mohole, in
contrast, will penetrate below these sedi-
ments - through some 15,000 feet of hard
crustal rocks and finally into the mantle.
The projects are thus complementary rather
than duplicative, and it is a mistake to say
they will do the same thing.

The crust of the earth beneath the oceans
consists of three layers. The uppermost of
these consists of soft, unconsolidated sedi-
ments, from one to two thousand feet thick.
Below this is layer 2, 3,000 to 5,000 thick,
about which we know very little except that
it transmits earthquake waves at velocities
of 45 to 5.5 kilometers per second. This
layer may be all volcanic rocks, consolidated
sediments, or a mixture of both. Layer 3 of
the crust is 10,000 to 15,000 feet thick and
we know virtually nothing about it except
that it transmits earthquake waves at veloci-
ties of 6.5 to T kilometer per second. Below
this lies the mysterious mantle that makes
up 80 percent of our earth.

As has been stated many times, the ulti-
mate objective of the Mohole is to obtain
a sample of the mantle, but, as has also been
stated, the overall objective is to sample all
of the crustal rocks as well, extracting from
them as well as from the mantle data that
will greatly enhance our knowledge of the
earth. Among the properties to be measured
on both the samples and in the hole itself
are: the density, the bulk chemical composi-
tion, the mineral phases, the natural radio-
activity, the lead-uranium ratios, the gas
content, the temperature gradient and con-
ductivity, and the magnetic and electrical
properties. And these types of measure-
ments should give us invaluable data per-
taining to problems such as: the age and or-
igin of the earth; whether the earth is actu-
ally getting hotter or colder; the nature of
the forces that make mountains and cause
earthquakes and volcanoes; and the nature
and possible origin of the earth's magnetic
fleld. An extremely important feature of
the Mohole is that it will allow us to put
very sensitive instruments deep within the
crust and into the mantle. Measurements
with these instruments plus analysis of the
samples will allow us to make much better
interpretations of the geophysical measure-
ments we make from the earth’s surface and
from aircraft or satellites. It will certainly
also help our interpretations of similar meas-
urements we hope to make on the moon and
planets.

The measurements and data just described
will come from all the crustal layers and
the mantle, and most will be made in and
on the hard rocks of crustal layers 2 and 3
plus the mantle.

In contrast to the Mohole, the sediment
coring program will be limited to the soft
sediments of the top crustal layer at a num-
ber of different locations, This in itself is
well-worth doing, because a detailed analysis
of the sediments from many parts of the
ocean should give us a wealth of data on
many problems, but the data from the sedi-
ments will be very different from the data of
the deeper rocks; and we need both types.

It has been asked why not do both projects
with the same vwvehicle. The answer is
simple. Phase I of project Mohole showed
that the sampling of the sediments, although
difficult, was very easy compared with the
problem of drilling all the way to the mantle.
The sediment sampling can be done with
conventional drilling equipment and by ex-
isting techniques; the Mohole, as subsequent
engineering studies have shown, requires the
development and construction of an elabo-
rate and sophisticated drilling platform, in-
corporating new and different types of equip-
ment. Obviously this also makes the Mohole
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much more expensive than the sediment cor-
ing program.

The Mohole platform can of course easily
core the soft sediments, and indeed it will,
both during its shakedown cruise and at the
Mohole site. But it is expensive both to bulld
and to operate, and it would be uneconomical
to use it for a long period of sediment sam-
pling when this latter can be accomplished
satisfactorily with a much more flexible and
economic drilling base such as a vessel. The
sediment-coring vessel, on the other hand,
couldn’t possible be used for the Mohole. In
order to drill into the hard layers of the deep
crust and the mantle, the drilling base—the
platform—must be able to stay on station
two years and more, in contrast to the day or
two required to penetrate the soft sediments
in any locality. This in turn requires much
more elaborate positioning equipment, much
more complicated electronic gear, larger and
more elaborate drilling apparatus, and the
equipment to re-enter the hole when the
drill pipe has been pulled to change bits.
It is not possible to add all these things to
existing drilling vessels and still have them
capable of drilling in 15,000 to 20,000 feet of
water; they just can't carry it all. By the
time a vessel large enough to handle all this
was built, and by the time the more expensive
equipment was added, the cost would be of
the magnitude projected for the Mohole.

Much of the money spent to date on the
Mohole has been for the design, model test-
ing and fabrication of the drilling platform
and the equipment which together will con-
stitute a facllity that will be used for scienti-
fic and engineering research for many years,
Most of this equipment is not necessary for
sampling just the sediments, and indeed
could not be used on the smaller drilling ship
that would be used for the sediment coring.
Therefore, 1f the Mohole were to be can-
celled, the funds already expended would
have been largely wasted; and, as the com-
mittee report states, the funds expended plus
termination costs would total at least $36
million.

The scientific objectives of Project Mohole
remain as valid as when they were first
stated; the difficult engineering problems in-
volved in this drilling have been solved; and
the platform with its new equipment has
been started. To cancel the project at this
time would be a loss to sclence, a blow to
our international prestige, and a waste of
the funds already expended.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, the con-
cept of drilling to sample the earth’s
mantle has been firmly accepted by all
who have studied and investigated the
project. Project. Mohole has come a
long way since it was first conceived as a
scientific venture. The very difficult
problems of designing the complex,
oceangoing platform are past. Com-
pletion of the drilling platform, now well
underway, is less than a year and a half
away.

To suspend or abandon the project at
this point would be most uneconomical.
Since closeout costs would amount to be-
tween $35 and $40 million, it would be a
costly proposition to give up now. It
would be false economy to abandon the
project when so much of the most costly
work has already been done or com-
mitted.

Because Project Mohole has vast scien-
tific value; because it has far-reaching
application for the exploitation of min-
eral and other resources under the
ocean; and because it has outer space
and defense applications, I strongly urge
the Senate to approve the recommenda-
tion of the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee and restore in full the $19.7 mil-
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lion requested by the National Science
Foundation for the project for the cur-
rent fiscal year.

I urge Senators to reject the amend-
ment of the Senator from Colorado [Mr.
Arrorr].

Mr. CLARE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 2
minutes.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes on the bill to the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLark ], although I do
not know which way he is going to argue.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator is extremely generous. I intend to
oppose the amendment. In view of the
arguments made against the exorbitant
expenses of the space program, I shall
explain why.

I believe that man’s knowledge of our
environment, particularly in terms of
oceanography and the air sciences,
should be increased. I believe this can
be done at a cost which will not affect
adversely the education program, the
poverty program, or the effort to clean
up our streams and rebuild our cities.
It is true, however, that this is an ap-
propriation for $19 million, and it is not
the end.

Nevertheless, this cannot be compared
with the space program, which unfor-
tunately has developed some of the
aspects of a comic strip program. Nor
can it be compared to the supersonic air-
craft program, which to me is merely an
effort to stay ahead of the Joneses. I
support the basic research required to
find out about man’s environment, to
expand our knowledge of the earth sci-
ences, to learn more about the erust of
our earth, and to pursue knowledge, as
Tennyson said, like a sinking star, be-
yond the utmost bounds of human
thought. I think that, in this case, the
game is worth the candle. I shall op-
pose the amendment.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, Dr.
Haworth, in testifying said:

The project has created great interest in
international scientific circles, so much so
that a significant element of national pres-
tige is involved.

That argument of national prestige
has been raised on practically every con-
troversial issue that has come before us
on this bill. I am conscious of the need
for maintaining national prestige, That
transcends the esteem which people
around the world will have for us be-
cause of our sclentific accomplishments.

But we have problems confronting us:
The challenge of inflation, which is
spoken about by the President and the
Treasury Department practically every
day, and the problem of taking care of
those among our society who are in need.
The query comes to me whether we are
not acting vainly when in everything we
do we are motivated by the goal of na-
tional prestige.

Secondly, who is to have the benefits
of these 15 patents that have already
been granted? Are the benefits to come
to the citizenry of the United States?
Are they to go to those who drill into
the earth to find materials that can be
commerecialized and sold?

It looks to me as though the oil com-
panies will benefit by the patents that
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will come out of this program of drilling
15,000 feet down into the earth, begin-
ning at the floor; and, of course, another
15,000 or 20,000 feet above. The Senator
from Illinois has put the question
whether the drilling was not to be at the
lowest point of the ocean. That would
be 32,000 feet. I believe that there is
testimony in the record that that is what
was contemplated. That obviously has
been changed on the basis of what the
Senator from Washington has stated.

I contemplate joining the Senator from
Illinois, the Senator from Pennsylvania,
and the Senator from Colorado in voting
against this measure, because I do not
believe it is sound.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Colorado will state it.

Mr., ALLOTT. Do I understand cor-
rectly that all the time against the
amendment has now been consumed
and that I have 3 minutes remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All
time on the amendment has been
utilized.

Mr. ALLOTT. I disagree with that,
because I have not yielded any time on
the amendment, but I will take time
from the bill. It is of no consequence.

If every Senator who feels that he
must discuss this amendment has now
spoken, I should like to have the oppor-
tunity for 3 or 4 minutes, out of the time
on the bill, to conclude my presentation.

I repeat, I have no personal interest
in this project. My only desire and my
only interest is to lay before the Senate a
project conceived in such loose and
vague terms that it stands as an outrage
against those who started it and those
who have conducted it.

So far, we have appropriated $55.4
million, which is easily sufficient to cover
the termination costs and the expendi-
tures to date, all of which come to $36.6
million,

If we do not stop the project today,
the $55 million would be spent this year,
plus what we would appropriate. But if
the Senate votes to stop the project, it is
my intention that any procurement of
hardware would cease forthwith, but
that the National Science Foundatlon
would use its judgment in continuing
studies now underway. I would expect
them to finish those which might be
finished in a short time, at no substan-
tial additional cost, and to publish all
results to date.

With the distinguished Senator from
Hawaii now in the Chamber, let me say
that the argument was used that we
could have saved the Thresher. Yet
here is a vessel which can travel at the
most only 8 knots. It will be located in
the Pacific. It cannot get through the
Panama Canal. If anyone can desecribe
to me how such a vessel could save a sub-
marine, even in the remote areas of the
Pacific Ocean, without taking 2 or 3
weeks, first to pull up, and then to re-
position this particular vessel after tak-
ing off all the drilling equipment hang-
ing down to the ocean floor, I would be
happy to hear how it could be done.

The same principle, of course, applies
to a bomb or missile recovery. If we are
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going to have this vessel in the position
of trying to make a penetration of the
Mohole, we cannot be moving it all
around the world to recover submarines,
or bombs or missiles, because it just will
not move that fast in the first place. It
would also destroy the whole experiment,
if we did.

The National Science Foundation dif-
ferentiates Mohole from the national
ocean sediment coring program slightly,
but I say that the significant informa-
tion we have will be available to us
through this source. There is not much
additional that we can get through
Project Mohole. If the time comes when
we can afford to go there, that is fine, but
let us build the intermediate vessel first.
Let us get the experience from this, and
we can design the vessel and design our
experiments accordingly. But it would
be insane, I think, if we went ahead with
this experiment, in view of the gross mis-
management and the gross growth of ex-
penditures.

One other figure as a sample. On June
30, 1964, in a Senate Appropriations
Committee hearing, we were told that
the vessel itself would cost $13.6 million.

On September 28, 1965, 15 months
later, that cost had jumped to $29,967,000,
which is almost $30 million, and more
than double the earlier estimated cost.

I am not talking about experiments.
I am not counting the miscues which
may go on while conducting experi-
ments, but only the ‘“barebones” plat-
form. This figure more than doubled in
a 15-month period.

Now, Mr. President, it is up to the
Senate. I am ready to vote.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
yield myself 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Washington is recognized
for 3 minutes.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The figures of the
Senator from Colorado are absolutely
correct, but I think it should be realized
that most of the figures which were orig-
inally given fo us on the platform were
estimates. They were not cold, hard
figures, which we knew. I think in
gaging the estimates they may have been
wrong, but I do not think there is any
guarantee on that kind of thing.

Mr. ALLOTT. The contract to Brown
& Root was let in February of 1962. The
Senator from Washington certainly
would not contend that the figure given
to us on June 30, 1964, was not given to
us as a hard figure? It was given to us
as a hard figure for the vessel of $13.6
million. It jumped to $30 million with-
in 15 months.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Because they asked
them to put more on the platform. They
changed it.

Mr. ALLOTT. This is on the vessel
itself—nothing more.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I understand that
they asked that more be put on it. But,
anyway, the Senator’'s figures are cer-
tainly

I hope there is no misunderstanding.
No one sought to convey the impression
that this particular vessel was going out
to rescue submarines or recover missiles
or bombs. What I meant to say was that
the testimony disclosed that the experi-
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ment in building the vessel would be a
prototype of a similar type of vessel
which could be or might be used for that
purpose. That was one of the benefits
anticipated, but not with this particular
vessel.

The only other thing I should like to
add was brought up—and I do not know
why it was not mentioned in my original
remarks. The Senator from Ohio men-
tioned it briefly. He drew attention to
the contract with the contractor, which
was placed in the record in full on page
1657 of the hearings, part 2, relative to
article 20, and I will read section (a)
which I should have mentioned in my
original statement:

ARTICLE 20. RIGHTS IN INVENTION

{(a) Whenever any invention is made or
concelved by the Contractor or any of its em-~
ployees or by any person directly assoclated
with the Contractor in technical or profes-
sional work in the course of, in connection
with, or under the terms of this contract, the
Contractor shall furnish the Foundation with
complete Information thereon. The proper
distribution of rights in any such invention
shall be determined by the Foundation in the
light of the public interest and after due con-
sideration of the equities of the parties and
an opportunity for a full hearing or review
in each Instance. Factors which will be
taken into account, among others, in de-
termining the equitles include the prior con-
tribution of the inventor, and the need, if
any, to bring the inventions to the point of
practical application.

¢ Thus, it is entirely up to the Founda-
ion.

Mr. LAUSCHE. That does not negate
my proposal.

Mr. MAGNUSON. No, but I just
wanted to put this in the Recorbp so that
there would be no question about the
patent rights.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been yielded
back. The yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia (when his
name was called). On this vote I have a
pair with the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana [Mr. ErLEnDpEr]. If he were
present and voting, he would vote “nay.”
If I were at liberty to vote, I would vote
“yea.” I withhold my wote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. MANSFIELD (after having voted
in the negative). Mr, President, on this
vote I have a pair with the distinguished
Senator from South Carolina [Mr, THUR-
monpl. If he were present and voting,
he would vote “yea.” If I were per-
mitted to vote, I would vote *“nay.”
Therefore I withdraw my vote.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from Alaska [Mr. BART-
LETT], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Bassl, the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Bayxl, the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
ErLrLenDER], the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Gorgl, the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator from
Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER] and the Sena-
tor from Maryland [Mr. Typincsl are
absent on official business.
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I also announce that the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. HaA¥pEN], the Senator from
Alabama [(Mr. Hitrl, the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. McCarTHY1, and the
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS]
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
TypiNnes]l would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Florida
[Mr. SmaTHERS] is paired with the Sen-
ator from Indiana [Mr. Bayal. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Florida
would vote “yea,” and the Senator from
Indiana would vote ‘‘nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is ab-
sent because of illness.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. MiLLER]
and the Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. THURMOND] are necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Utah [Mr. Bennerr] and the Sen-
ator from Iowa [Mr. MirLER] would each
vote “yea.”

The pair of the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. Trurmonp] has been pre-
viously announced.

The result was announced—yeas 37,
nays 46, as follows:

[No. 198 Leg.]
YEAS—aT
Allott Fannin Pearson
Boggs Grifiin Prouty
Byrd, Va. Gruening Proxmire
Cannon Hartke Robertson
Carlson Hickenlooper Russell, 8.C\
Case Holland Saltonstall
Cotton Hruska Bimpson
Curtis Jordan, N.C. Symington
Dirksen Jordan, Idaho Talmadge
Dominick Lausche ‘Williams, Del.
Douglas Morse Young, N. Dak,
Eastland Morton
Ervin Mundt
NAYS—46

Aiken Javits Muskie
Anderson Kennedy, NNY, Nelson
Bible EKuchel Pastore
Brewster Long, Mo. Pell
Burdick Long, La. Ra.ndo}iph
Byrd, W. Va. Magnuson Riblco:
Church MeClellan tt -
Clark McGee Smith
Cooper MecGovern Sparkman
Dodd MeclIntyre Btennis
Fong Metcalf Tower
Fulbright Mondale Willlams, N.J

Monroney Yarborough
Hart Montoya Young, Ohio
Inouye Moss
Jackson Murphy

NOT VOTING—17
Bartlett Hayden Neuberger
Bass Hill Russell, Ga.
Bayh Kennedy, Mass, Smathers
Bennett Mansfield Thurmond
Ellender MeCarthy Tydings
Gore Miller
So Mr. Arrorr’s amendment was re-

Jected

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the
Senator from Nebraska, I understand,
does not wish to propose an amendment.

Mr. ALLOTT. That is correct.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I wanted to be sure
that that was understood.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mon-
ToYA in the chair). The bill is open to
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further amendment. If there be no fur-
ther amendment to be proposed, the
question is on the engrossment of the
amendments and the third reading of
the bill.

The amendments were ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President,
there is one further matter which will
take only a very short time.

During the hearings, we had a long
discussion about airports and other mat-
ters involving the Civil Aeronautics
Board; and during the course of the dis-
cussion, many people commented aboutf
servicemen sitting around waiting for
airplanes. That was before the strike;
now everybody sits around waiting. But
we pr that we would state pub-
licly the reason why servicemen some-
times have to wait in line to board planes.

The reason is that they travel at half
price. For that reason, they must be on
standby. We said we would make this
fact public on the floor of the Senate.
The servicemen who travel at half fare
on a standby basis are not on official
business. Those on official business are
moved as rapidly as possible. They are
usually on a furlough or on liberty, going
home, which is important to them indi-
vidually, and they want to take a plane.
That is the reason that we sometimes see
large numbers of servicemen waiting in
airports. There has been considerable
comment from people who wonder why
they are standing there. They are on
standby because all airlines permit serv-
icemen to travel at half price when they
are on furlough or liberty.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on final passage.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr, MAGNUSON. Mr., President, I
yield back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Colorado yield back the re-
mainder of his time?

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I urge ap-
proval of the bill before us at this time.
It contains certain funds for many
worthwhile and important programs.
Late yesterday, however, it was with con-
siderable reluctance that I voted to re-
duce by one-half billion dollars the ap-
propriation for the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration. My reluc-
tance rests on the personal belief that
our space program is extremely impor-
tant. Like other Americans, I have
taken pride in the accomplishments of
our scientists, engineers, technicians, and
astronauts. I want America to meet the
goal set by President Kennedy: to put a
man on the moon and to return him
safely to earth by 1970. I want America
to solve the scientific problems of the
space age and to explore our solar sys-
tem. Iam convinced that the knowledee
we gain will be useful and beneficial to
us in this swiftly changing world.

However, I am aware of the military
commitments that we have in southeast
Asia and elsewhere. The latest’talk now
is that by Christmas, the United States
will have the Eorean war level of man-
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power in Vietnam, and that we are pre-
paring for an 8-year war.

Mr. President, prices and wages are
rising. Inflation pressures are real and
are threatening every citizen. Spending
must be checked. Many agree that Gov-
ernment spending must be trimmed, but
few offer, or even agree on, the areas to
be cut.

Currently, many would postpone or
cancel spending for our vitally needed
water resource development projects.
The central Utah project in Utah is a
prime example. The needs for additional
development of our water resources de-
mand prompt action because of the long
“leadtime” between authorization by
Congress and turning the taps to release
the first water from a newly constructed
dam. We face a crisis, in the next few
yvears, of complete drought in our cities
and on the farms of the West.

I would prefer to spend our tax money
on Federal activities such as the central
Utah project, where the money will be
repaid to the Treasury, before we appro-
priate funds for the race to the moon.
I would like to finance both endeavors,
but if I must choose, I say let us first
spend on projects of great need on this
planet.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
a copy of the first page of the commit-
tee report be printed at this point in the
REecorp, which would indicate that the
bill which was just acted on is $2,278,663,-
300 under the appropriation for 1966.
Then I will point out the fallacy of this
claim.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered fo be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

The Committee on Appropriations, to
which was referred the bill (H.R. 14921)
making appropriations for sundry inde-
pendent executive bureaus, boards, com-
missions, corporations, agencles, offices, and
the Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1967, and for other purposes, reports the same
to the Senate with various amendments and
presents herewith information relative to the
changes made.

Amount of bill as passed

=1 I S R e i $13, 989, 409, 000
Amount of increase by
2 00T e R RS AR 118, 081, 000
Amount of bill as re-
ported to Senate.. 14,107, 580, 000

Amount of appropriations,
1966
Amount of budget esti-
mates, 1957 (as amend-
ed)
The bill as reported to the

Benate:
Under the esimates for
1967 (as amended) . -_- 193, 090, 291

Under the appropriations
Or 39O e 2,278, 663, 300

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Iam not
accusing the committee of making a false
report, but as a result of action which the
Senate took some time ago in authorizing
the sale of the assets of this administra-
tion we are seeing the first example of the
false picture that this can give to the
American people. This is the result of
this type of deceitful bookkeeping which
has become the practice of the Johnson
administration. L

16, 386, 243, 300

14, 300, 670, 291
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The agencies that are provided for
under this appropriation bill that was
acted upon here today actually get a
little over $1 billion more than they re-
ceived under last year’'s appropriation. I
make this statement notwithstanding the
fact that the report shows that the
amount has been reduced $2.25 billion.
That difference is partly explained on
pages 47 and 48 of the bill, where one will
find that under the title “Federal Na-
tional Mortgage Association Participa-
tion Sales Authorizations” the Farmers
Home Administration of the Department
of Agriculture gets $600 million; the
Office of Education of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, $100
million; the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, $1,420 million; the
Veterans' Administration, $260 million;
the Small Business Administration, $850
million,

These are proceeds from the sale of
participation certificates by FNMA which
total $3,230 million. Then part of the
1967 appropriations was included in an
earlier supplemental appropriation.

As a result of this new Texas twist
about $3 billion does not appear as a
part of the appropriations. The result
that Congress is passing this bill and
telling the American people that $214
billion is being saved when actually $1
billion more is being spent than was
spent by the same agencies last year.

I ask that page 47 and the first 10 lines
on page 48 of the bill, outlining the dis-
tribution of this $314 billion be printed
at this point in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

FEDERAL NATIONAL MORTGAGE ASSOCIATION
Participation sales authorizations

The Federal National Mortgage Association,
as trustee, is hereby authorized to issue
beneficial interests or participations in such
obligations as may be placed in trust with
such Association in accordance with section
302(c) of the Federal National Mortgage As-
sociation Charter Act, as amended by Public
Law 89—429, for the accounts of the following
departments and agencies, in not to exceed
the following aggregate principal amounts:

The Farmers Home Administration of the
Department of Agriculture, $600,000,000;

The Office of Education of the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, $100,000,-
000;

The Department of Houslng and Urban
Development, $1,420,000,000;

The Veterans Administration, $260,000,000,

The Small Business Administration,
$850,000: Provided, That the foregoing au-
thorizations shall remain ‘avallable until
June 30, 1968,

PAYMENT OF PARTICIPATION SALES
. INSUFFICIENCIES

To enable any department or agency named
in paragraph (2) of section 302(c) of the
Federal National Mortgage Association
Charter Act, as added by Public Law 80-429,
to pay the Federal National Mortgage Associa-
tion, as trustee, such insufficlencies as may
be required by the trustee on account of such
outstanding beneficial interests or participa-
tions as may be authorized by this Act to be
issued pursuant to said section 302(c), such
sums as may be , to be available
without fiscal year limitation.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. What
we need is a little more truth ingovern-
ment. I hope that this administration




August 10, 1966

will start telling the American people the
truth as to the cost of this Great Society

program.

I shall vote against this bill. T will
not be a partner to this deceit.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, before
the call of the roll, I feel that I ought to
pay a compliment and extend an ac-
colade to the members of the subcom-
mittee who handled this bill, the Senator
from Colorado [Mr. ALrLorT], the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. Youwcl, the
Senator from Maine [Mrs. SmiTa], the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Hruskal,
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Corron], and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. SartomsTALL]. I believe
they did a superb job, not only in Iucidly
explaining the bill, but also in making
the ease on every item where there was
any controversy or contest. I think they
deserve the warm congratulations of the
Senate and of the people of this country.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
join with the distinguished minority
leader, and echo his words. Passage of
H.R. 14921, the independent offices ap-
propriations bill, will be a significant
step forward in completing the business
of the Senate this session. The bill is a
large one with great importance for the
Nation in fields ranging from space
exploration to benefits for veterans. The
Senate would be remiss if it did not give
public credit to those who made im-
portant eontributions to the debate and
passage of the measure.

Special credit must go to the distin-
guished Senator from Washington, who
is chairman of the Subcommittee on
Independent Offices of the Appropria-
tions Committee. Under his forceful and
vigorous leadership the bill has moved
to final passage with a minimum of
changes or delay.

In addition to the chairman of the sub-
committee, Senator MacNuson, and the
minority members of that subcommittee
whom the minority leader has singled
out, the Senators from Alabama [Mr.
Hrmrl, from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER],
from Virginia [Mr. RoBeErRTsoN], from
Georgia [Mr. Russerr]l, from Florida
[Mr. Horranp]l, from Rhode Island [Mr.
Pastorel, from Oklahoma [Mr. Moxr-
RONEY], and from Mississippi [Mr. STEN-
nisl, are to receive an equally high com-~
pliment and accolade for their tireless
efforts in the subcommittee and full com-
mittee as well as on the floor these past
2 days. Their efforts have meant so
much in bringing about this achievement
today.

I also wish to express my appreciation
to the senior Senator from Colorado [Mr.
Arrorr] who, as ranking minority mem-
ber of the subcommittee, did much to
help fashion a bill acceptable in the
main by Members of both parties. His
performance in the debate was marked
by the competency and courtesy which
have become his hallmark.

Credit must also go to those Members
who, through their amendments or in
general floor discussion, contributed to a
sharpening of the issues. I refer par-
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ticularly to Senators Proxmire, WiL-
L1ams of Delrware, and CLARK.

To all of these Senators, and to others
whom I may have missed, I express the
appreciation of the Senate leadership.

‘The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having been yielded back, and the bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall it pass? On this ques-
tion, the yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from Alaska [Mr. BarT-
LETT], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Bassl, the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Baysx], the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
ELrLEnDpER], the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Gore], the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENnNEDY], the Senator from
Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER], and the Sena-
tor from Maryland [Mr. T¥pinGs] are
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. Haypen], the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Hiurl, the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. McCArTHY], the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. RusseLL], and
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS]
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
BarTLETT], the Senator from Tennes-
see [Mr. Bass], the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. Bavsl, the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. Gorel, the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. HaypENn], the Senator from
Alabama [Mr, Hizrl, the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. KennepY], the Sena-
tor from Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER], the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Rus-
seLL], the Senator from Florida [Mr,
SmarHERs], and the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. Typines] would each vote
nyea'n

Mr. KEUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] is ab-
sent because of illness.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. MILLER]
and the Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. THURMOND] are necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Utah [Mr. BEnnerr]l, the Senator from
Jowa [Mr. Miurer], and the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. THURMOND]
would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 82,
nays 2, as follows:

[No. 199 Leg.]
YEAS—82
Ajken Eastland Long, Mo,
Allott Ervin Long, La
Anderson Fannin Magnuson
Bible Fong Mansfleld
Boggs Fulbright MeClellan
Bre Griffin McGee
Burdick Gruening McGovern
Byrd, Va. Harris McIntyre
Byrd, W. Va. Hart Metcalf
Cannon Hartke Mondale
Carlson Hickenlooper Monroney
Case Holland Montoya
Church Hrusksa Morse
Clark Inouye Morton
Cooper Jackson Moss
Cotton Javits Mundt
Curtis Jordan, N.C.  Murphy
Dirksen Jordan, Idaho M e
d Kennady, N.Y. Nelson

Dominleck Ku Pastore

uglas h P O

Pell Saltonstall
Prouty gcott Tower P
Randolph Smith Yarborough
Ribicoff Sparkman Young, N, Dak
Robertson Stennis
Russell, Ga. Symington

NAYS—2
Williams, Del. Young, Ohio

NOT VOTING—16

Bartlett Hayden Russell, 8.C.
Bass Hil thers
Bayh Kennedy, Mass, Thurmond
Bennett MecCarthy Tydings
Ellender Miller
Gore Neuberger

So the bill (H.R, 14921) was passed.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Secre-
tary of the Senate be authorized to make
punctuation and technical corrections
in the bill,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr, MAGNUSON. Mr. President; I
move that the Senate insist on its
amendments, request a conference with
the House thereon, and that the Chair
appoint the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Chair appointed Mr. MaGgNUsoN, Mr, ErL-
LENDER, Mr. RusseLL of Georgia, Mr.
HorrAnp, Mr. MONRONEY, Mr. ANDERSON,
Mr, Avrort, Mr, Youne of North DagoTa,
and Mr. SarToNsTALL conferees on the
part of the Senate.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
go into executive session to consider cer-
tain nominations favorably reported to-
day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?

There being no objective, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive nominations.

SUNDRY NOMINATIONS REPORTED
FAVORABLY BY THE COMMITTEE
ON THE JUDICIARY

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nominations as follows:

Ted Cabot, of Florida, to be U.S. district
judge for the southern district of Florida;

Walter J. Cummings, Jr.,, Illinols, to be
U.8, circuit judge, seventh circuit;

Alfred W. Moellering, of Indiana, to be
U.S. attorney for the northern district of
Indiana for the term of 4 years;

John P. Fullam, of Pannsylvanla to be
U.8. district judge for the eastern district of
Pennsylvania,;

Thomas E. Fairchild, of Wisconsin, to be
U.S. circuit judge, seventh elrcuit.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nominations are con-
sidered and confirmed en bloc.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of the con-
firmation of these nominations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
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LEGISLATIVE SESSION

.Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
resume the consideration of legislative
business.

There being no objection, the Senate
resumed the consideration of legislative
business.

THE FRITZ GARLAND LANHAM FED-
ERAL OFFICE BUILDING, FORT
WORTH, TEX.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 1403, H.R. 10284.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The LecIsLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
10284) to provide that the Federal office
building under construction in Fort
Worth, Tex., shall be named the “Fritz
Garland Lanham Federal Office Build-
ing” in memory of the late Fritz Garland
Lanham, a Representative from the
State of Texas from 1919 to 1947.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana?

There being no objection, the bill was
considered, ordered to a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that all commit-
tees be authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate tomorrow until 12
o’'clock noon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
10 A M. TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that, when the
Senate completes its business tonight, it
stand in adjournment until 10 o'clock
tomorrow morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. President, can
the distinguished majority leader advise
us concerning the program for the rest
of the day and, if possible, for the rest of
the week?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in
response to the question raised by the
distinguished minority leader, after the
consideration of S. 3688, the so-called
FNMA bill, the Senate will consider the
Housing Act Amendments of 1966, which
has been reported today from Banking
and Currency Committee, and for which
the reports and transcript of hearings
will be ready tomorrow.

We will then consider the mass transit
bill and the demonstration cities bill,

It is anticipated that during the morn-
ing hour tomorrow, under the manager-
ship of the distinguished Senator from
Missouri [Mr. SyminceTon], Calendar No.
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1399 (H.R. 14088) , the military medicare
bill, will be considered.

Mr. TOWER., Mr. President, will the
distinguished majority leader yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. TOWER. Itisanticipated that the
FNMA bill and the housing bill will prob-
ably take the bulk of the day tomorrow,
in which case is it the intention of the
distinguished majority leader to lay down
the mass transit bill for consideration
on Friday?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr. TOWER. And if we cannot com-
plete both the mass transit and the dem-
onstration cities bills, the demonstration
cities bill or the mass transit bill will be
carried over to Monday, but the bills will
follow in that sequence?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is what will
happen. We can be fairly sure that the
demonstration cities bill will not come up
until Monday.

Mr. TOWER. I thank the majority
leader.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent, since there was no
period for the transaction of routine
morning business today, that it be in
order to lay before the Senate messages
and communications, receive bills for in-
troduction and refer them, and to print
various routine matters in the Recorbp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
announces the appointment of Senators
Joun O. PasTorE and BoURKE B. HICKEN-
LoOPER to attend the 10th session of the
General Conference of the International
Atomic Energy Agency, to be held at
Vienna, Austria, on September 21, 1966.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

AUTHORIZATION OF DisposaL oF NICKEL From
THE NATIONAL STOCKPILE

A letter from the Administrator, General
Bervices Administration, Washington, D.C.,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to authorize the disposal of nickel from the
national stockpile (with accompanying
papers); to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

REPORT OF SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION

A letter from the Administrator, Small
Business Administration, Washington, D.C.,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
the financial, management, and procurement
assistance activities of that Administration,
for the year 1965 (with accompanying re-
ports); to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

MEMORIAL

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a resolution adopted by the Board
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of Commissioners of the City of Las
Vegas, Nev., remonstrating against cer-
tain provisions of the proposed Housing
and Urban Development Act of 1966,
which was referred to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

The following reports of a committee
were submitted:

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiclary, without amendment:

5.8020. A hill for the relief of Gustavo
Eugenio Gomez (Rept. No. 1441);

5.8089. A bill for the rellef of Daniel
Pernas Beceiro (Rept. No. 1442);

5.3311. A bill for the rellef of Dr. Guil-
lermo N. Hernandez, Jr. (Rept. No. 1443);
and

S5.3318. A bill for the relief of Yung Mi
Kim (Rept. No. 1444).

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, with an amendment:

8.1370. A bill for the relief of Panagiota
Konstantinos Sikaras (Rept. No. 1446);

$5.1878. A bill for the relief of Elias Lam-
brinos (Rept. No. 1447);

5. 2486. A bill for the relief of Dr. Earl C.
Chamberlayne (Rept. No. 1448);

5.2809. A bill for the relief of Lim Al
Ran and Lim Soo Ran (Rept. No. 1449);

B5.3042. A bill for the rellef of Dr. Oscar
Lopez (Rept. No. 1450) ;

15.3320, A Dbill for the relief of Maria Jor-
dan Ferrando (Rept. No. 1445) ;

8.33856. A bill for the relief of Antonio
Gonzalez-Mora, and his wife, Natalia San-
doval Gonzales-Mora (Rept. No. 1451); and

H.R. 5213. An act for the relief of Winston
Lloyd McEay (Rept. No. 1452).

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Commitiee
on the Judiciary, with amendments:

S.2166. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Mar-
gareta L. Agullana (Rept. No. 1453); and

H.R. 3078. An act for the relief of Lourdes
5. (Delotavo) Matzke (Rept. No. 1454).

By Mr. DIRESEN, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, without amendment:

H.J. Res. 810. Joint resolution to author-
ize the President to proclaim the 8th day of
September 1966 as “International Literacy
Day” (Rept. No. 1440).

AMENDMENT AND EXTENSION OF
LAWS RELATING TO HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT—REPORT
OF A COMMITTEE (S. REPT. NO.
1455)

Mr, SPARKMAN, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency, reported an
original bill (S, 3711) to amend and ex-
tend laws relating to housing and urban
development, and for other purposes,
and submitted a report thereon, which
bill was placed on the calendar and the
report was ordered to be printed.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

As in executive session,
The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary:

Thomas E. Fairchild, of Wisconsin, to be
U .8. circult judge, seventh circuit.

By Mr. SCOTT, from the Committee on
the Judiclary:

John P. Fullam, of Pennsylvanisa, to be U.8.
district judge for the eastern district of
Pennsylvania.
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By Mr. BAYH, from the Committee on
the Judieclary:

Alfred W. Moellering, of Indiana, to be U.B.
attorney for the northern district of Indiana.

By Mr. DIRKSEN, from the Committee
on the Judleciary:

Walter J. Cummings, Jr., of Illinols, to be
U.8. circuit judge, seventh circuit.

By Mr. SMATHERS, from the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary:

Ted Cabot, of Florida, to be U.S. distriet
Judge for the southern district of Florida.

By Mr. MORSE, from the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare:

Paul A, Miller, of West Virginia, to be an
Assistant Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare.

BILLS AND A JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were infro-
duced, read the first time, and, by
unanimous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

By Mr. TALMADGE:

8.3709. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Soclal Becurity Act and related provisions of
other acts to permit individuals insured for
benefits under part A of such title to receive,
for a limited period, certain payments with
respect to Inpatient hospital services and
outpatient hospital diagnostic services
furnished to them by certain hospitals not
participating under the program provided
under such part A; to the Committee on
Finance,

(See the remarks of Mr. TALMADGE when he
introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By Mr. DOMINICK:

S5.38710. A bill for the relief of Chief Petty
Officer James G. Dole, U.S. Navy; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SPARKMAN:

8.3711. A bill to amend and extend laws
relating to housing and urban development,
and for other purposes; placed on the calen-
dar.

(See reference to the above bill when re-
ported by Mr. SparEMaN, which appears
under the heading “Reports of Committees".)

By Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts:

8.3712. A bill to amend section 245 of the
Immigration and Natlonality Act; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr, KENNEDY of Massa-
chusetts when he introduced the above bill,
which appear under a separate heading.)

By Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts:

8.7, Res. 187. Joint resolution to authorize
a study and investigation of an information
service system for States and localities de-
signed to enable such States and localities
to more effectively participate In federally
asslsted programs and to provide Congress
and the President with a better measure of
Btate and local needs and performance under
these programs; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations,

(See the remarks of Mr. KENNEDY of Mas-
sachusetts when he introduced the above
Joint resolution, which appear under a sep-
arate heading.)

AMENDMENT OF TITLE XVIII OF
SOCIAL SECURITY ACT, RELAT-
ING TO CERTAIN HOSPITAL IN-
PATIENT AND OUTPATIENT SERV-
ICES
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the

basic purpose of medicare is to pay the
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hospital bills' of older people. Buf, as
matters now stand, many older Ameri-
cans, through no fault of their own, will
not have those hospital bills paid. They
will not have those bills paid because of
the fact that their local hospital does not
participate in the medicare plan. That
hospital may very well be the only medi-
cal institution in an area of many miles.

These nonparticipating hospitals are
staying out of medicare for a variety of
reasons. They may not be able to meet
the standards of quality of care required,
or they may be unwilling or unable to
comply with the title VI requirements of
the Civil Rights Act.

The key point which has been com-
pletely overlooked in all of this hoopla
is that the older person—of whatever
race—is the one who suffers most in this
situation. The hospital has a choice as
to whether it wants to participate. The
older individual, however, has no choice
in the matter. He does not pick his hos-
pital. He goes to the hospital with
which his doctor is affiliated. The doc-
tor chooses the time and place of treat-
ment—mnot the sick old person.

When his doector happens to be on the
medical staff of a hospital which is not
participating in medicare, the older per-
son has just two equally unfair choices.
In order to get his care paid for, he can
abandon the doctor who may have cared
for him for 20, 30, or even 40 years and
try to find a new physician on the staff
of a participating hospital. In this case,
a longstanding relationship of trust and
understanding must go down the drain so
that dollars can change hands in accord-
ance with regulations. The alternative
to this sacrifice for the sick old man is
for him to just dig down deep and pay
for care out of his own pocket.

Those are tragic and terrible choices
to forece upon sick, helpless, older Ameri-
cans. Medicare was supposed to relieve
the “financial nightmare” of illness—
and not to substitute one bad dream for
another.

Now, I can understand that the ad-
ministration wants these hospitals to
meet all of its tests and standards. But
the primary obligation of medicare is to
the older people of this country—all of
the older people of this country. The
Congress intended that every single older
person who needed hospifal care would
get that care paid for—at least in large
part. Of course, I do not think we in-
tended to pay for care in a substandard
hospital—substandard in the sense that
it did not meet proper medical standards.
But, any refusal to pay for necessary
care—other than that in medically sub-
standard institutions—reneges on our
promise to 19 million aged Americans.

Mr. President, the bill which I now
introduce, for appropriate reference, is
specifically designed to help fulfill that
congressional promise to our fine older
people.

My bill would pay directly to the older
medicare beneficiary 75 percent of the
reasonable charges for his treatment in
a hospital which is not participating in
the medicare program, In order to as=
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sure that the care was provided in a hos=
pital meeting proper medical standards,
payments would be made only if the
treatment were in a hospital accredited
by the Joint Commission on Accredita-
tion of Hospitals or the American Osteo=
pathic Association.

This benefit, effective as of July 1, 1966,
would be available until July 1, 1968, so
as to provide a reasonable transitional
period during which many hospitals
might make the adjustments and deci-
sions necessary to permit them to par-
ticipate in the medicare program. The
Congress could reevaluate the situation
in 1968, when the benefit would expire.

The reason for selecting 75 percent as
the basis for reimbursement was to offer
significant assistance to the aged—but
in an amount not great enough to offer
hospitals a finanecial incentive to con-
tinue to stay out of the medicare pro-
gram.

Benefits available under this transi-
tional provision would essentially be sub-
ject to the standard medicare limitations
on days of care authorized, kinds of serv-
ices for which payment might be made,
ete. The overall limitations would apply
regardless of whether care was provided
in participating or nonparticipating
hospitals.

Mr. President, the proposal I offer is
not intended to serve as a means of en-
abling hospitals to evade the Civil Rights
Act or any other legislation which may
or may not apply to medicare. I want
to assure Members of the Senate that my
intention in developing this bill was not
to introduce clever and artistic legislative
loopholes into medicare.

What I want to see to, Mr. President, is
that every older American who needs
and receives hospital care will have that
care paid for in accordance with the U.S.
Government’s commitment. Let us
honor and fulfill our promise. And that
promise was made to people—not hos-
pitals.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of this will be printed
at the conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Rus-
seLL of South Carolina in the chair).
The bill will be received and appropri-
ately referred; and, without objection,
the bill will be printed in the Recorp.

''The bill (S. 3709) fo amend title XVIII
of the Social Security Act and related
provisions of other acts to permit indi-
viduals insured for benefits under part
A of such title to receive, for a limited
period, certain payments with respect to
inpatient hospital services and outpatient
hospital diagnostic services furnished to
them by certain hospitals not participat-
ing under the program provided under
such part A, introduced by Mr. TALMADGE,
was received, read twice by its title,
referred to the Committee on Finance,
and ordered to be printed in the REecorp,
as follows:

8. 3709
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That title

XVIII of the Soclal Security Act is amended
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by adding at the end thereof the following

‘new part:

“ParT C—TEMPORARY PROVISIONS FOR SPECIAL
INSURANCE BENEFITS FOR CERTAIN
BErvicEs PrOVIDED BY CERTAIN
HosPrrars NoTr PARTICIPATING
Unper PART A

“ENTITLEMENT; BENEFITS

“Segc. 1891. Any individual who, prior to
July 1, 1968, receives inpatient hospital serv-
ices, or outpatient hospital diagonstic serv-
ices with respect to which—

“{1) he 18 not entitled to hospital insur-
ance benefits provided under part A, and

“(2) he would have been entitled to hos-
pital insurance benefits provided under
part A, if the hospital furnishing such serv-
ices (whether directly or under arrange-
ments, as defined in section 1861(w), with
it) had, at the time such services were fur-
nished, had an agreement in effect under this
title,

shall be entitled to recelve a money pay-
ment, with respect to such services, egqual
to 756 per centum of the amount of the
actual and reasonable charge imposed by
such hospital for such services, if the hos-
pital furnishing such services (whether di-
rectly or under such arrangements with it)
is accredited as a hospital by the Joint Com=~
mission on Accreditation of Hospitals or the
American Osteopathic Association.
“PAYMENTS

“Sec. 1892. Payments to which individuals
are entitled under section 1891 shall be paid
upon application therefor to the Secretary
(submitted in such form and manner, and
containing such information as the Secretary
shall by regulations prescribe), and shall
be paid by the Becretary from the Federal
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund prior to
audit or settlement by the General Account-
ing Office.”

Sec. 2. Sectlon 1861(e) of the Social Se-
curity Act is amended, in the part thereof
which precedes paragraph (1), by inserting
“section 1891," after “section 1814(d),".

Bec. 3. Payments made pursuant to part D
of title XVIII of the Social Security Act (as
added by the first section of this Act) shall,
for purposes of section 103(c) of the Social
Security Amendments of 1965, be regarded
as payments made under part A of such title
XVIIIL.

Bec. 4. The amendments made by the pre-
ceding provisions of this Act are repealed
effective July 1, 1968.

ADJUSTMENT OF STATUS FOR
CUBAN REFUGEES

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, earlier today I introduced a
bill to amend the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, and permit the adjustment
of status of Cuban refugees in the United
States.

My bill eliminates the technical re-
quirement which requires aliens such as
Cuban refugees to leave this country and
reenter in order to become eligible for
permanent residence and eventual citi-
zenship. I do not question this require-
ment for aliens who come to our coun-
try througsh normal procedure and in
casual circumstances, and then elect to
have their status adjusted to that of
permanent resident. I believe, however,
the requirement has little justification
in the case of refugees from Cuba. Their
entry into this country is anything but
normal and casual—they are under
duress and fleeing oppression.

I should point out the bill I am in-
troducing today would make retroactive
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the refugee’s application for adjustment
of status, to the time of his last entry
into the United States. This is just and
eqguitable.

The talents of many Cuban refugees
are going to waste because State profes-
sional licensing laws keep those without
permanent residence status from prac-
ticing their skills and professions. This
situation, and the expensive and labori-
ous procedure to obtain this status under
present law, is keeping refugees in vari-
ous difficult circumstances, which do not
befit our humanitarian traditions.

I am thinking of examples all over our
country, where, because of their immi-
gration status, qualified Cubans have
been unable to teach Spanish in the local
schools.

I am thinking of similar problems in-
volving Cuban doctors, dentists, nurses,
lawyers, skilled workers, and others. It
is obvious that such refugees could fill
an urgent need in our society if given
the opportunity for adjustment of status.

Moreover, the parole status of many
Cuban refugees has inhibited the rather
substantial Federal program of assist-
ance administered by the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare. The
purpose of this program is to give effec-
tive asylum by providing the refugees
with opportunities for self-support. Ap-
proximately $42 million in Federal funds
were spent in the last fiscal year in the
Cuban refugee program. The figure for
the current fiscal year will approach
$51 million, and officials in the executive
branch have indicated a rise in that
amount can be anticipated for fiscal
year 1968.

These sizable amounts indicate clearly
the importance that these funds be di-
rected toward making the refugees self-
sufficient, so that we can anticipate a
decline in expenditures in future years.
The bill I offer today will be extremely
helpful in this matter.

I would also hope, Mr. President, that
legislative action on adjusting the status
of Cuban refugees would encourage the
resettlement of some refugees to other
countries in this hemisphere, where
refugee talent would contribute to eco-
nomie, political, and social development.
Today, however, refugees are hesitant to
leave the United States. Under their
present immigration status as parolees,
they are not assured of reentry if, for
valid reasons, they choose to return. My
bill will help to remedy this situation.

Mr, President, for some time I have
been very much concerned with the
problem I have outlined today, and as
chairman of the Judiciary Subcommittee
on Refugees and Escapees, have con-
ducted a number of hearings in Wash-
ington and elsewhere which dramatically
document the need for the legislation
which I have proposed today. Recently,
on July 14, Secretary of State Dean Rusk
in response to questions before the sub-
committee on refugees said he placed a
“high priority” on legislation to adjust
the status of Cuban refugees, and he
strongly urged the Congress to take ac-
tion in this important matter. Legisla-
tion is also supported by the Depart-
ments of Justice, and Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare,
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The adjustment of status for Cuban
refugees has been pending in the Senate
since February 1962, when our very able
and distinguished colleague and former
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Refugees, Senator HarT, first introduced
a bill for this purpose. And I want to pay
tribute to the Senator from Michigan for
his leadership in this area. The Senate,
in fact, provided for the adjustment of
status for Cuban refugees in the general
immigration bill passed during the last
session. Unfortunately, this provision
was deleted at the last minute in Con-
gress, I am delighted to note that hear-
ings on this subject are being held in the
other body.

As Senators know, the record in the
Senate is rather extensive on this matter.
In order to consider the bill which I in-
troduced today, and another related bill,
of which I am a cosponsor, the distin-
guished chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, and chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Immigration, has scheduled a
public hearing to be held on Tuesday
morning August 16. The witnesses will
include officials from the Department of
State, the Department of Justice, the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, and a representative from the
American Council of Voluntary Agen-
cies.

Legislative action adjusting the status
of Cuban refugees in the United States
is long overdue, and I hope the Senate
will quickly reaffirm its consensus of 1965
on this matter,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hill
will be received and appropriately
referred.

The bill (S. 3712) to amend section 245
of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
Introduced by Mr., KennNEpy of Massa-
chusetts, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

JOINT RESOLUTION TO AUTHORIZE
A COMPUTERIZED INFORMATION
SYSTEM TO PROVIDE STATE AND
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS WITH IN-
FORMATION ON FEDERAL PRO-
GRAMS

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I introduce, for appropriate
reference, a joint resolution authorizing
the Advisory Commission on Intergov-
ernmental Relations to study and investi-
gate the feasibility and design of an in-
formation system which would enable
States and localities to participate more
effectively in federally assisted programs
and to provide Congress and the Presi-
dent with a better measure of State and
local needs and performance under these
programs.

The relationship between the Federal
Government and State and local gov-
ernments is an increasing paradox: As
more and more Federal programs become
available, State and local governments
become less and less able to sort them out
and decide which ones could help them
most. The Federal programs are benefi-
cial; the State and local governments
want to benefit from them. But the very
proliferation of Federal programs is be-
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wildering to the local communities for
which they are designed. And this be-
wilderment is working against the crea-
tive federalism which President Johnson
spoke of 2 years ago in a historic speech
at Ann Arbor, Mich.: A federalism based
on loecal initiative, Federal support, and
close cooperation between Washington
and city hall.

No one in this Chamber knows more
about the problems of making creative
federalism work than the'distinguished
junior Senator from Maine. As chair-
man of the Senate Subcommittee on
Intergovernmental Relations, Senator
Muskie has dedicated his energies to
finding ways by which we can strengthen
the cooperative basis of our Federal sys-
tem.

The 3-year study recently completed
by his subcommittee makes clear the
benefits of creative federalism, and it also
makes clear the problems which are
raised by confusion and a lack of co-
ordination between levels of government.
Senator MuskiE has introduced a host of
extremely constructive legislative pro-
posals to overcome these problems.

The legislation I introduce today sup-
plements his efforts and the efforts of
others to build efficiency into govern-
ment. It is directed at one very im-
° portant part of the overall problem—
the need to build an effective communi-
cations system between local, State and
Federal levels of government.

We are all aware of the dramatic rise
in the demands on State and local gov-
ernments. This rise reflects increased
public needs and responsibilities which
have been shouldered by local officials.
And there is every indication that these
needs will grow because of the innumer-
able problems associated with urbaniza-
tion, economic expansion, and population
growth.

In the face of growing public needs
which could not be met completely
through local funding, the Federal Gov-
ernment has increased ifs programs of
assistance. In little more than a decade,
total Federal aid to State and local gov-
ernments has quadrupled, rising from
$3.1 billion in 1955 to an estimated $14.6
billion in 1967. As Senator MuskiE has
pointed out, almost twice as much Fed-
eral aid has been appropriated during the
past five sessions of Congress as the total
~appropriated by all previous Congresses
~ going back to 1789.

I support these Federal programs.
They are designed to help individuals and
communities meet their goals for social
and economic development. They are
intended to build a better and stronger
society. .

- These programs are not predicated on
some master plan or grand design of the
Federal Government. They depend pri-
marily on the initiative and resource of
people at the local level, who get them
started and keep them going.

But if our Federal programs of assist-
ance are to be most effective, every State
official, every mayor, every city and town
administrator, when faced with a com-
munity problem, should have complete
information on the full range of Federal
programs available, so that he can

choose the programs that his community
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needs and shape them so that they will
be most effective.

What these local administrators need

most is information. Without informa-
tion to help them make their decisions,
many communities miss out completely
on programs of Federal assistance for
which they are eligible, others are ex-
tremely slow in getting programs started,
and still others choose fo pursue pro-
grams poorly suited to meet highest pri-
ority needs even though better programs
are available.
* Government action based upon inade-
quate information is wasteful and costly.
It is costly to the American taxpayer
whose money is not widely or effectively
spent; it is costly to the communities
who are denied benefits or delayed in
getting them; and it is costly to the Na-
tion as a whole when haphazard and {11-
informed decisions result in a misalloca-
tion of resources.

There is no question that we need a
more effective communications system
between the various levels of govern-
ment. Yet it will not be easy to achieve
one, because the increase in the number
and scope of Federal programs is stag-
gering to confemplate,

For instance, the Federal Government
has set up almost 300 programs which
deal with education, environment, pov-
erty, or community development. They
are administered by more than 100 de-
partmental subdivisions at varying or-
ganizational levels in 18 different de-
partments and agencies.

More than 40 different Federal pro-
grams provide aid for urban develop-
ment, though there is little evidence of
a unified urban development policy.

Four different agencies handle similar
grant or loan programs in the area of
local waste disposal facilities, and handle
them in dissimilar ways.

Five Federal agencies are involved in
community planning—the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity; the Economie De-
velopment Administration, the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, the Department of Agriculture, and
the Appalachian Regional Commission.

The Senate Subcommittee on Inter-
governmental Relations after 3 years of
study observed that there is “substan-
tial competing and overlapping of Fed-
eral programs sometimes as a direct

result of legislation and sometimes as a

result of bureaucratic empire building.”

The conditions precedent to obtaining
funds, furthermore, vary considerably
from program to program, agency to
agency, project to project, and also
within agencies and programs over time.
And these variances are aggravated by
the sheer size and complexity of these
Federal agencies and their missions.

Our Nation’s Governeors at their an-
nual conference in Los Angeles last
month described this proliferation of
programs as “an administrative jungle—
lacking in coordination and so complex
that State officials are at a loss to keep
up with what is going on.”

What has happened is that Federal
programs of assistance have provided
community executives with so many al-
ternatives that they cannot keep track
of all of them or distinguish between
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them. The problem has been aptly de-
scribed by Patrick Healy, the executive
director of the National League of Cities,
and John Gunther, the executive director
of the U,S. Conference of Mayors:

The rapid expansion in the number, size
and interrelationship of urban oriented fed-
eral programs has resulted in growing con-
cern within many city administrations that
they may not be aware of all of the oppor-
tunities to effectively utilize federal pro-
grams.

And at the same time, there has been
no concerted effort to develop a com-
munications system to keep up with the
expansion of activity.

Thus, loeal participation in these pro-
grams has been essentially haphazard.
Local officials, lacking large staffs, are
often bewildered by the mass of Federal
programs which confront them, unin-
formed about the Federal funds and
projects they might obtain, and ill-
equipped to determine which available
Federal programs best meet their com-
munity needs.

In short, we are faced with a crisis in
communication.

This conclusion is confirmed by the 3-
year study made by the Senate Subcom-
mittee on Intergovernmental Relations
and by a comprehensive survey of Fed-
eral programs administration conducted
by two private business organizations,
Basic Systems, Inc., and University Mi-
crofilms, Inc., two subsidiaries of Xerox
Corp.

It is the eonclusion I arrived at after
numerous conferences and conversations
with State and local officials in Massa-
chusetts, and with other Congressmen
who have observed the same problem in
their own States.

And it is demonstrated by the great
variety of actions already taken by both
publie and private organizations to re-
lieve this communication bottleneck,

For example, State and local govern-
ments on their own have been deploying
representatives to Washington to set up
a clearinghouse for information on Fed-
eral programs, A system designed to
provide interested groups with a single,
continuing source of intelligible data on
Federal programs has been established
here by Basic, Systems, Ine,, and Univer-
sity Microfilms, Ine. And the National
League of Cities and the United States
Conference of Mayors have joined to-
gether through the Joint Council on
Urban Development to provide such a
service to cities on a contractural basis.

Federal agencies have begun to compile
catalogs and handbooks on aid programs.
Last year the catalog of Federal pro-
grams for individual and community im-
provement published by the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity required 414 pages
just to give the briefest description of
each program, Similar catalogs have
been developed by Senator Muskie’s
subcommittee and by the Economic
Development Administration, and a
“Mayor’s Handbook of Federal Assist-
ance Programs” is currently being pre-
pared by the Bureau of the Budget. In
addition each agency charged with the
administration of a Federal grant-in-aid
program has a vast amount of literature
available concerning all aspects of its
particular programs.
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.- Indeed, there has been such a prolifer-

ation of catalogs to cope with the prolif-
eration of Federal programs that the
Advisory Commission for Intergovern-
mental Relations has recently published
an index of them—a “catalog of cata-
logs."

President Johnson’s personal interest
in solving these communications prob-
lems is reflected in the Federal Inquiry
Center recently established in Atlanta,
Ga., as a pilot project of the General
Services Administration to supply infor-
mation about all the functions and pro-
grams of the Federal Government and
proposed Federal legislation dealing with
the war on poverty and the demonstra-
tion cities program would support the es-
tablishment of information and techni-
cal assistance centers at the State and
local levels.

But none of the initiatives I have men-
tioned attempts to deal with the problem
in comprehensive terms.

The problem will not be solved by an
increase in indexes of catalogs. We
don’t need more books, we need handier
information. And we need to coordi-
nate what is becoming a massive effort
in duplication of activity, each bit help-
ful, but not sufficient. We need a single
source of detailed information, bringing
together the piecemeal information proj-
ects presently going on, available
through a modern information retrieval
system, operated on a decentralized
basis, to which officials can turn to iden-
tify their options and to select the best
of available Federal programs.

The joint resolution I propose author-
izes the Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmental Relations to conduct a
thorough investigation into the feasibil-
ity of developing a comprehensive infor-
mation service system that would make
use of automatic data processing equip-
ment and other forms of advanced infor-
mation technology to serve our States
and localities.

I have no special experience in the
area of automatic data processing, but I
have long been impressed by the scien-
tific advances which have been made in
computer and information retrieval
technology, and their possible applica-
tion to the development of a national in-
tergovernmental information system.

What I have in mind is a computer-
based information system, using satellite
centers, which would provide each State
and local government with detailed in-
formation on which programs were avail-
able to it and which would be most ap-
propriate for it. With a profile of each
community, a satellite computer could be
programed to inform the community
of what new programs are available, what
programs have filled their quotas, what
programs have changed, and what pro-
grams have been discontinued. In every
case, the information provided would be
based on the needs of the State or com-
munity in question.

Such a system has been used with
great success by the National Aeronau-
ties and Space Administration in their
technology utilization program to pro-
vide private industry with detailed in-
formation on technological advances that
may be of benefit to particular industries.

‘The Post Office Department, the Internal
Revenue Service, the Department of De-
fense, the Bureau of the Census, and
other major Government agencies are all
using data processing equipment to bring
greater efficiency to their operations.
Given this background, I think it would
be a disservice to State and local govern-
ments if we failed to investigate the pos-
sibilities of using advanced information
system technology to provide the in-
formation which local executives so
desperately need.

In recent months I have spent con-
siderable time exploring the feasibility of
such a system. Ihave spoken with repre-
sentatives of a number of large industrial
firms involved in this field, such as Die-
bold Associates and International Busi-
ness Machines, and explored this ques-
tion with knowledgeable people in the
administration and in the universities.
My conclusion is that we have every rea-
son to expect that such a system could be
constructed. But it is also apparent to
me that a comprehensive study of the
problem is necessary fo determine
whether this kind of system should be
constructed, and if so, what form that
construction should take.

IBM, at my request, did a preliminary
examination of the feasibility and ap-
propriate design of such a system. From
their conclusions many of the specific
questions which must be answered in this
study became clear.

To begin with, the appropriate inputs
of the systems must be determined.
State and local officials must be surveyed
and State and local government program
planning and decislonmaking studied,
in order to ascertain exactly what the
informational needs and problems are.

On the basis of such a study, it would
then be possible to determine the extent
and form of input data required for the
system, the most desirable form in which
to recelve this information and the
degree and kind of interpretation of in-
formation needed. For example, IBM
concluded that at least four kinds of in-
put data would be required:

First. Socioeconomic data involving
income distribution, education, law en-
forcement, health, and welfare, et cetera.

Second. Community resource data in-
volving labor force and employment, in-
dustry and trade, transportation, hous-
ing and community facilities, financial,
et cetera.

Third. Programs reference data con-
cerning the nature and purpose of assist-
ance programs, conditions of eligibility,
information contact, authorizing legis-
lation, and the administering agency.

Fourth. Programs status data involv-
ing the nature and extent of usage of
various aild programs, the status of obli-
gated funds, the names and numbers of
communities involved, et cetera.

In addition, as I pointed out earlier,
there are a number of information
sources already developed or developing.
The study I proposed will survey this
growing field, determine what action
must be taken to merge or otherwise
synthesize these other information
sources so that duplication of effort is
avoided, identify what gaps exist in
existing information sources and provide
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for the collection and indexing of what-
ever necessary additional information is
needed to fill those gaps.

Once the input design is determined
and data collected, it should be possible to
construct an information system, capa-
ble of up-to-date data storage, retrieval,
and sorting of relevant information,
manned by skilled personnel to interpret
and evaluate the information, which will
enable State and community officials to
most intelligently select those programs
of Federal assistance which best serve
their interests.

Even though feasible, whether such a
system should be constructed is another
question, The answer will depend on
whether the costs of constructing it are
less than the social costs involved in con-
tinuing as we do now. Thus the study
would consider the designs of alternative
information systems varying in complex-
ity, provide cost estimates for each, and
compare the costs to the benefits accru-
ing from the introduction of such sys-

The system I visualize would be de-
centralized in nature. But careful study
would be needed to determine how many
satellite stations should be established,
where they should be Ilocated, and
whether the overall system would best be
operated under the direction of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, the Bureau of the Budget, the
Census, the General Services Adminis-
tration, the Legislative Reference Serv-
ice, or some other Government agency.

An information system of the type I
propose need not be limited solely to
offering data on Federal programs. By
keeping a record of the projects and pro-
grams carried out in the various com-
munities, it should be possible for com-
munities to learn from the system what
programs other communities are devel-
oping and profit from their experiences.

Moreover, as experience is gained in
dealing with communities, it might
eventually be possible to assign fo the
system certain tasks of analysis and
evaluation, such as the projection of
socloeconomic trends, analyses of cost-
benefit ratios and preparation of finan-
cial justification of projects.

Furthermore, through data phones
and other link-ups, the system might be
capable of providing Congress and the
administration with a better measure of
the needs and performances of the cities,
States, and regions operating under
these programs,

This could facilitate legislative over-
sight, as well as making possible speedy
and more accurate adjustment of aid
programs to meet existing needs.

Constructing such a system would in-
volve certain risks fo established politi-
cal procedures, even though the system
is intended solely as an aid to decision-
making and not a replacement of the de-
cisionmaker., For that reason, I think it
important that the study also consider
the political problems which may arise,
and how we can preserve the existing
desirable relationships between city and
State officials, Members of Congress, and
administration officials.

Finally, the study of systems design
must carefully consider the fact that the
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system and the Iinformation required by
the system will not remain static. Spe-
cific attention must be given to the in-
cremental development of the system.
As programs requirements change and
new ones are added, the store of infor-
mation must be reviewed and kept up-
to-date, and provision must be made for
standardizing the structure and collec-
tion of data.

In short, Mr. President, though, in my
judgment, the basic idea is sound, and
the need apparent, a thorough study of
the entire question is a prerequisite to
effective action.

The Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmental Relations seems to me the
ideal body to conduct such a study.

The Commission was established in
1959 for the specific purpose of studying
how our Federal system could be
strengthened through greater coopera-
tion, understanding, and coordination at
all levels of government. Its statutory
mandate specifically provides that the
Commission should study and provide a
forum for discussing administration and
coordination of Federal programs as well
as encouraging study of emerging prob-
lems requiring intergovernmental co-
operation.

Furthermore, since its inception the
staff of the Commission has concentrated
its activities on the problems of Federal-
State-local relations, thereby building a
base of expertise which should be of
great help in performing the study. And
their work has been of a uniformly high
quality.

In addition, the composition of the
Commission is uniquely suited to per-
form this kind of study with insight and
understanding.

The Commission is unique among or-
ganizations involved in intergovernmen-
tal operations because it is both a con-
tinuing agency and is also broadly rep-
resentative of all levels of government.
It is not a Federal agency in the usual
sense: Its members include representa-
tives of the executive and legislative
branches of all levels of government.

As Patrick Healy of the National
League of Zities put it:

We helleve that the heterogenous nature
of the Commission, it consists of both exec-
utives and legislators representing all levels
of government, is one of the features which
allows it to make important contributions to
the field of intergovernmental relations.

When this hybrid group of people sit down
to consider the research activities of the
Commission, the full interplay of opinions
and interests creates a new understanding
of the problem under discussion. This is
governmental interactions at its best, be-
cause it maximizes the opportunities the
Commission presents for reasonable men to
arrive at desirable and practical solutions to
the problems of intergovernmental relations
in our federal system.

Finally, it was contemplated at the
time the Commission was established
that special studies of a long-term nature
such as this one would be conducted.
Several proposals have already been
made to have the Commission conduct a
comprehensive study of the Nation’s in-
lt;'ergovernmental tax and revenue struc-

ure.
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Congress has recognized that if such
studies were authorized, separate appro-
priations would be provided for that pur-
pose; the legislation establishing the
Commission, Public Law 86-380, already
provides authority for the Commission to
employ the technical consultants neces-
sary to accomplish this study, and the
study itself would dovetail with many of
the other studies and reports that the
Commission is currently engaged in.

Mr. President, I am hopeful that as a
result of this study it will be possible to
place into operation quickly thereafter
an advanced information system pro-
viding State and local executives with the
kind of information they need fo make
informed decisions leading to maximum
satisfaction of community needs through
the fullest utilization of Federal pro-
grams of assistance. Such a system could
make a tremendous contribuftion to our
goal of a better society.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
joint resolution will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 187) to
authorize a study and investigation of an
information service system for States
and localities designed to enable such
States and localities to more effectively
participate in federally assisted programs
and to provide Congress and the Presi-
dent with a better measure of State and
local needs and performance under these
programs, introduced by Mr. KENNEDY
of usetts, was received, read
twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Government Operations.

STRENGTHENING OF AMERICAN
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES FOR
INTERNATIONAL STUDIES AND
RESEARCH—AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO, 7368

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I submit
an amendment, intended to be proposed
by me to the bill (S. 2874) to provide for
the strengthening of American educa-
tional resources for international studies
and research.

This amendment to amend the Na-
tional Education Act of 1956, would
authorize the U.8. Government to accept
foreign currencies from qualified stu-
dents and teachers in the less developed
nations with currency conversion prob-
lems, in order to help their students study
in this country.

Currency expenses would apply only
to the less developed friendly countries
where the United States does not hold a
surplus of loecal currencies. This would
be for the foreign student an adaptation
of what we call the Fulbright plan for
Fulbright scholars, and the facts and
figures point out that we have a great
opportunity to help foreign students.
Very few of them study here without any
help from the U.S. Government.

This is a field in which we compete
50 ardently with the Soviet Union and
Communist China. The plan I propose
would be an effective way to encourage
this kind of study without costing the
United States any material amount of
money.
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I hope very much that Senators will
consider this plan, which I call an “edu-

cation for peace” plan, and that it may

have widespread support in the Senate.

This proposal would supplement the
educational exchange program under
the Mutual Educational and Cultural Ex-
change Act of 1961—the Fulbright-Hays
Act—which presently brings between
5,000 and 6,000 students into the United
States annually on a scholarship basis at
a cost of some $18 million a year. Under
my amendment, U.S. funds would not be
used to finance the education of these
foreign students but rather would be
employed to enable them to exchange
their foreign eurrency for dollars in or-
der that they might be able to finance
their own education or use local scholar-
ship money for study in this country.
Thus, my amendment will enable U.S.
colleges and universities to increase their
export of knowledge.

An exchange limit of $3,000 annually
is set for each student, which is gen-
erally in line with the estimated average
cost of $2,600 for a school year in a non-
public U.S. college or university. For the
first year of the program’s operation, $10
million of U.S. currency would be made
available; $15 million is authorized the
second year. Thus, an estimated 3,300
students could benefit from the program
the first year and 5,000 the second year.

Last year, 82,045 students from 159
countries and territories attended more
than 1,000 colleges and universities
throughout the United States. Of this
number, 37 percent were studying on
their own resources and only 7.2 percent
received their tuition from the U.8. Gov-
ernment; the remainder received aid
from their own governments or from pri-
vate sources, including U.S. colleges and
universities themselves. Since many
nations still retain various forms of cur-
rency exchange control, this is a remark-
able record.

But the numbers of such students—
many of whom are destined for leader-
ship in their home countries—could be
appreciably increased if the United
States made a policy commitment to ac-
cept foreign students whose homelands
have currency conversion difficulties.
‘We do much the same thing in sales of
food abroad under our food-for-peace
program.

This is, in effect, an education-for-
peace program, exporting the knowledge
of our colleges and universities rather
than the harvests of our fields and
farms.

The United States should be en-
couraged in its own efforts to attract
foreign students by the serious problems
the Communist nations are having with
their programs. Many Africans study-
ing in both the Soviet Union and Com-
munist China have complained of racial
discrimination, restrictions on academic
ifreedom, politically oriented rather than
professionally oriented courses and
heavyhanded attempts at proselytizing.
We have a chance to do much better by
providing an increased number of for-
eign students with an opportunity to ob-
serve and absorb within the United
States the meaning of freedom in
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thought and in the practice of daily
American life as well as providing a
thorough grounding in the skills which
are so needed for advancement abroad.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received, printed, and
appropriately referred.

The amendment (No. 736) was referred
to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

MORTGAGE CREDIT FOR FEDERAL
HOUSING ADMINISTRATION AND
VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION AS-
SISTED RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUC-
TION—AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 737

Mr. FONG (for himself, Mr. INOUYE,
Mr. GRUENING, and Mr. BARTLETT) sub-
mitted an amendment, intended to be
proposed by them, jointly, to the bill
(S, 3688) to stimulate the flow of mort-
gage credit for Federal Housing Admin-
istration and Veterans’ Administration
assisted residential construction, which
was ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed,

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILL

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of July 28, 1966, the names of
Mr. Crarg and Mr. Wirriams of New
Jersey were added as additional cospon-
sors of the bill (S. 3661) “to amend title
II of the Social Security Act to increase
the amount of the monthly benefits pay-
able thereunder, to raise the wage base,
to provide for cost-of-living increases
in such benefits, to increase the amount
of the benefits payable to widows, to
provide for contributions to the social
security trust funds from the general
revenues, to otherwise extend and im-
prove the insurance system established
by such title, and for other purposes,”
introduced by Mr. KeENNEDY of New York
(for himself and other Senators) on
July 28, 1966.

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARINGS ON
CATV

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, as
chairman of the standing Subcommittee
on Patents, Trademarks, and Copyrights
of the Committee on the Judiciary, I wish
to announce that the subcommittee will
resume the public hearing on S. 1006, the
copyright revision bill, as it relates to
community antenna television systems.

The hearing will be held on Thursday,
August 25, commencing at 10 am. in
room 1318, New Senate Office Building.

Anyone who wishes to testify or to file
a statement for the record should com-
municate immediately with the office of
the subcommittee, room 349-A, Senate
Office Building, Washington, D.C., tele-
phone 225-2268.

The subcommittee consists of the Sen=
ator from Michigan [Mr. Hart], the Sen-
ator from North Dakota [Mr. Burpick],
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Scorrl, the Senator from Hawali [Mr.
Fownegl, and myself.
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HEARINGS ON THE FEDERAL ROLE
IN URBAN AFFAIRS

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I wish
to announce that the Subcommittee on
Executive Reorganization’s hearings on
the Federal Role in Urban Affairs will
commence on August 15 rather than Au-
gust 16 as originally announced.

The reason for this change in schedule
is that a number of Members of Congress
have requested an opportunity to testify
on the vitally important questions of the
crisis in America’s cities.

Members of Congress who wish to ap-
pear on August 15 in person or to present
statements should contact Jerome
Sonosky on extension 2829 by Friday,
August 12,

Mr. President, the riots that have
erupted in cities across the country are
the shock waves of a social earthquake
that threatens to destroy the fabric of
our society.

Day after day, as the fires of frustra-
tion smolder, both in the cities that have
experienced violence and those that have
not, the Nation's leading journalists
question the size, scope, and depth of our
commitment in the cities.

Are we, they ask, willing to spend
enough money? Are we, they ask, will-
ing to state priorities and keep them?
Are we, they ask, willing to treat causes
rather than symptoms. In short, are we
willing to listen to what these riots tell
us? Are we willing to recognize that
these are social problems, and are we
willing to take the hard steps necessary
to resolve them?

These are some of the questions the
hearings will consider. I ask unanimous
consent to insert in the REcorp a number
of recent articles bearing on this subject.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

TiME To PAY THE PIPER
(By Tom Wicker)

WasHINGTON, August, 3.—The other day in
Ralelgh, N.C., the Rev. Dr. Martin Luther
King Jr. called for a domestic “Marshall
Plan” costing $10 billion in each of the next
ten years to eliminate the slum, poverty and
educational conditions that he believes are
at the root of Negro unrest and rioting.

In  Philadelphia yesterday, McGeorge
Bundy, the president of the Ford Founda-
tion and formerly the special assistant for
National Security Affairs to Presidents Ken-
nedy and Johnson, addressed himself to the
same conditions. He sald that it was “right
and reasonable to suggest that the level of
effort—financial and political and personal—
which is here required is fully comparable to
the effort we now make as a nation in
Vietnam.”

EFFORT LEVELS

While it would be unfair to pin Mr. Bundy
1o a specific figure on the basis of this gen-
eral statement, it is nevertheless true that
the financial “level of effort” the United
States now is making in Vietnam runs at the
rate of $10 billion a year in the current
quarter.

While many may dismiss Dr. King as a
blased or overwrought or radical or dema-
gogle witness, Mr. Bundy's personal estimate
of the “level of effort” required cannot be
taken so lightly. And it is obvious that the
Judgments of these two men of such enor-
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mously different backgrounds are not far
apart

~ When analyzed, moreover, Dr. King's
figure seems not so wild a dream. It is al-
most Impossible to tell precisely what
amount now is being spent to attack the
conditions in which Negro dissidence is born,
since Federal funds go into programs for all
races. But a reasonably informed estimate
can be made.

Negroes make up only about 11 per cent
of the population, but their percentage of
the poverty-level, unemployed, and slum
population is much higher and has to be
allowed for. By arbitrarily but reasonably
designating about one third of Federal ex-
penditures for public assistance, education
and antipoverty programs, and a somewhat
higher proportion of public housing funds
as directly for the benefit of Negroes, a total
of about $3.5 billion a year is reached.

Of this amount, something over a billion
dollars probably is being pald to Negroes in
various public asslstance categories—or relief
programs. And neither that figure nor the
estimated total includes state and local
funds.

What Dr. King is really suggesting, there-
fore, is an additional Federal expenditure in
the area of $6.56 billion a year—Iless than the
cost of the Vietnam war. This is an enor-
mous amount, but it cannot be contended
that it is beyond the capacity of the Amer-
ican people or that it would put too heavy
a burden on them and their economy.

At present tax rates, the annual growth
in Federal revenues is $8- to $9-billion a year.
If the Social Security and other trust funds
are omitted, the revenue growth in the ad-
ministrative budget is at least $7.56 billion
annually.

As a result, there is some speculation in
economic circles that the revenue growth
and the economic expansion that produces
it might make possible another tax cut next
year—despite the suspense in the past year
a8 to whether an anti-inflationary tax in-
crease would be necessary.

In that event, an increase in public ex-
penditures would be a permissible economic
alternative to a tax reduction. In any case,
current revenue growth alone can make fi-
nancially possible something like the do-
mestic “Marshall Plan” suggested by Dr.
King.

And if more funds were needed that nor-
mal revenue growth could produce, it still
would be possible to adjust tax rates slightly
upward, producing more revenue without
turning the economy drastically downward.
Thus, $10 billion a year—including amounts
already being spent—would not necessarily
force damaging cutbacks in other areas,

The question, in fact, is not really fi-
nancial; nor is it as yet one of how best to
spend such vast sums.

LOTS OF PLACES TO SPEND

A great assault on the low level of educa-
tion in the ghettos alone could absorb much
of the total; so could a huge social work
program modeled on Project Headstart; meas-
ures to raise the level of Negro income—for
instance, by a negative income tax or by di-
rect payments—are another possibility.
Money can always be spent, and sometimes
even to good effect.

But it has to be made available first and,
Mr, Bundy suggested, the real question is
one of values and priorities. Will the Amer-
ican people and their leaders decide that
after the long years of neglect and discrim-
ination the time has come to pay the piper?
Do they really want to correct the gravest
injustice and the most dangerous imbalance
in American life? It seems at least as im-
portant as the Vietnamese war, and cheap
at any price.
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[From the Washington (D.C.) Post,
Aug. 17, 1966]
Rrors ProveE Arr-Our Srum FicHT MUsT BE
MAaDE

(By Thomas J. Foley)

An all-out war on city slums can be put
off no longer.

A third summer of riots shows that the
bargain basement, penny-pinching approach
doesn't work.

President Johnson decided he couldn't pay
for his Great Society program and the Viet-
nam war at the same time. So he cut back
his commitment to plans that would help
solve the increasingly serious domestic crisis.

It was a calculated risk, based on the hope
that a slow start and the promise of more
later would be enough until the Vietnam
war is over.

A considerable body of expert opinion says
it isn't enough, and that the riot headlines
seem to bear this out.

A lot more 1s needed—billions more. It
involves a signifieant shift in the division
of the Nation’s resources. It involves sacri-
fice for millions of Americans who would
have to pay higher taxes, and it involves
courage for the President to ask them to
make the sacrifice. Economists both in and
out of government agree that this richest
of all nations can afford it.

It is not a question of means,
question of will.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

This will to take action undoubtedly will
be strengthened by the scheduled public
hearings by a Senate subcommittee Into the
*“‘crisis in our cities.”

In announcing an Aug. 16 beginning for
the hearings, chairman ABRAHAM RIBICOFF
(D-Conn.) said: “We need a better sense of
priorities,”” “We are spending a great deal,
but we have to inquire whether we are
spending it in the right way.”

The slum riots have brought a reaction
in white communities that is based on fear,
often accompanied by the purchase of weap-
ons and unfortunately exploited by cynical
politicians who should be leading rather
than following public opinion.

As the riots flare from city to city, the
bitterness becomes more deep-seated, leading
to a breakdown of communication between
the races, Then political action becomes
impossible.

A LOOK IN RETROSPECT

In retrospect, which is the easiest way to
look at events, it seems clear Mr. Johnson
should have launched his major assault long
ago. The summer of 1864 brought riots in
New York City, Rochester and Philadelphia.
Last year there was Watts, the worst of them
all.

And indeed Mr. Johnson gave considerable
thought last year to taking the offensive in
a big way. With the major elements of his
Great Soclety program already through Con-
gress his plans were to center his 1966 pro-
gram on the cities and their problems.

This would have meant some new legisla-
tion such as the demonsiration cities pro-
gram which calls for upgrading whole new
areas. But mostly the new year was to bring
the implementation and coordination of the
manpower training, antipoverty, health and
education programs already on the books.

The Job Corps and Nelghborhood Youth
Corps are to make impoverished, poorly edu~-
cated youths employable, or to encourage
them to go back to school. The manpower
programs would teach them the skills needed
for the new automated economy, This can
be done immediately.

It is a

INTERMEDIATE STEP

The elimination of tenements, or their
transformation into livable areas through
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new rehabllitation techniques is the inter-
mediate step. Rent supplements are part of
it. So is the demonsiration clties program
now making its struggle through Congress.

The long-term programs center on educa-
tion. New schools and new techniques are to
be instituted. The results will take a num-
ber of years to show up.

In broad outline, this is what the program
was to have been. Buf after the late-summer
decision was made to sharply increase the
U.S. commitment in Vietnam, President
Johnson made the political decision to risk
putting his Great Scciety program on the
back burner.

The fire was not turned off, but it almost
was., For the new fiscal year which began
this month the President postponed about
2.5 billion dollars in spending Congress had
authorized for Great Soclety programs this
year. They were started, but just barely.

NEW TAXES AVOIDED

This decision enabled the President to
avoid asking Congress this year. He knew,
of course, that the political climate was not
favorable for such a move, particularly if
the revenue was used for civillan spending.
The Republicans were already howling for a
cutback in the Great Society because of the
increased defense spending.

Robert Nathan, a private Washington
economist of strong liberal persuasion, urges
that the President seek the restoration of
tax rates cut in 1964. This reduction
amounted to an estimated 13.5 billion dollars
a year in revenues but now would bring
about 18 billion dollars because of the growth
in the economy.

On the other hand, Government econ-
omists fear that such an anti-inflationary
move would cool off the economy too much,
causing an increase in unemployment. This
would do harm to the antipoverty program
they say, by making it more difficult for the
poor and marginal worker to get a job. These
workers depend on a tight labor market for
find